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1 that 1 Ace ketetd; is hy 
this; that 4 real Schiſm, wherevet 
"it happens, névet Was, for tart 88 


here I delire the Reader to take notice; that\- 
When Mr. Dodwell ſpeaks of the Regnüne 
Church, my Anſwers move to him, ofily on 
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It. ena arts 394 his-Wri: | 
tings has afſerted, that Gonſecrations in Srhiſm 


are void and null ; that the Spirit of Grace and 
© of Government 1 hft by Schi, but nothing gi- 


ven; that Biſhops ſo erdaind, are not Secundi, 


bur Wall, Gr. And in page the 29th of/rhis . || 
Bbok he ſaysz The firſt Donation exhau- 
« ſted the whole Power of the Ponors, and 


be © left nothing to be convey d by the ſecond, 
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tothe 


c becauſe the Donors have no more to give 
till a new Vacancy. And p. 30.“ The Na. 


« ture of the Confiitution requires that the 
„ whole Power be convey'd, if any thing be 


0 convey d at all. By which, I think, he 
| intimates,” nothing at all is given, when Di- 
ſtrict Power is not, (And ſo far he is righ gl, 


astd any intripfick Power if Schiſm, bot 


as to the externel Form without that, which 
is certainly given in Schiſm by a ſchiſmarical 
Bichop. Belides, out of Schiſm the Power at 
arge may be given by the Church, (as it was 
be Apoftl es, or to a Coadjutor) andthene- 
by Dioceſan Power over vacant Sees, hben 
not inthron d in any particular Dioceſe. 1 


Vet the Tenour of his Diſcourſe here im- : 


blies, that ſo much is given in Schiſm, as to 
need no Addition or farther Qualification, but 


only the Death of the diſpoſſeſsd Rivals, to 


make his- Nulli even r ms ne, Id ; | 


- 


| - the-Chy 


all Vacancies ; and by the Conſent of the chit 


53 5 ot rom the {gs Nag, anil 
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* Ml convey 4, to bee right " 4 
Both which ſeem Extremes, 550 rherefors' 

| tio likely to be both wrong. 55 
Iſhall endeavour to keep the POT OY ; abit 

4H order to be better underſtood, 1 15 firſt 

bier ſome plain. Diſtinctions. ae Ap 


A awful Biſhop has now A bote Powe? +" 
Biven eh and that by two diſtin& Acts of - 
tho mo ly at the ſame tims. 
\ Power at large oyer the Whole Catholick 
bd, as Member of the Eplſcopil College; 
: Flock peculiar Diſtrict Power over à par fiel; 5 
Flock. 50 a valid Conſetration alone, is gi - 
ven the true Character and Power of a bil a 
ät large, eſpecially to Mare in the Rizht Over 


Orqdainers in behalf of the Provincial College 
of Biſhops, - together with Inthrotting 1 in Rr. 


NN iven Ache Authority over 4 artictl-” 
1 B For from the Conſent of th Col- 


# TS 2.0 


ff the Concordate between the Church and the 


3 . 
himſelk to ME with the Temporal only . 


| as they have with the Spirituals only; and 
therefore they act both together, aceording to 


State: And as the King without them in S. 
nod cannot depoſe from the Spiritual Authoriiy; 


ſo they without him cannot depoſe from t e 5 
- Temporal. Now that theſe Acts of the Epiſ. 
copal College (viz. of conſectatiug, and in. 
veſting with Diſtrict· Authority) ate diſtinct, 


appears from their being ſometimes more d. 


ſtant and ſeparate from one another; as when 
2 a Biſhop is remoy'd from his own to another 
See; over which he muſt derive the Spiritual 
3 Difria- Authority from the College of Bi- 
ſhops; which is then given him by their Con- 
ſent at this Inveſtiture without any new Con. 
ſecration. | 
All Catliolick Biſhops, of what Denomina. 
tion ſoever, have by Cohſecration the ſame 
- Power at large ziven them; ſo that every - 
Orthodox Bilhop in a Province, has thereby . 

an equal Right and Authority over a vacant | 
See; till by quitting each his own over it by 
his Conſent, they all lodge it in one, by thoſe 


that elect and inveſt in the Name of the whole 


Catholick College of Biſhops. (Thus they at 
firſt appropriated a whole Province, only for 


Lite and on Conditions.) Which Authority 


3 Eo 


he may again forfelr and loſe to them, by 7 
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3 1 * 
W tnaking "the REES of the Law on "i 2 
85 kb ere d! it, and by which alone he held it, 
and continued a Right to it. Whether he is 
guilty, they are the judge; but the Law ex. 
acts the penalty; which they cannot diſpenſe 
2 with, but may acquit upon Repentance only. 
* The Inveſtiture of a Biſhop with a See, may 
be taken in a twofold Senſe; either for his 
Nomination and Election by the Conſent of _ - 
the Epiſcopal College, by which he has a 
Right to ſuch a See, or for the bare Formali- _. 
tj of inthroning him afterward in that See, | 
. ſame as formally putting. a Man 1 in 
Poſſeſſion of a Houſe after it is legally E 
ven him,) which Poſſeſſion of the Epiſcopal 
Throne he may happen to have without the 
former, the legal Right or ſpiritual Authori- 
ty. As a King is King, and has a Right to 
his Throne and Crown before he is crown d; 
or an illegal Uſurper may be formally in- 
thron d and crown'd without that Right; ſo 
may a Vicar be illegally inducted into a Pa- 


ri Church without the Licence and Inſtitu- 


tion of the rightful Biſhop, and thereby be 
deſtitute of all Right and ſpiritual Authority - 

there, till he has it from him. But there 
ſeems to be no need of a new formal Induction 
into the Poſſeſſion of ſuch Church, when the | 
rightful Biſhop ſhall give Him Inſtitution, or | 


"Wig" 5 2h. We bb 


bug fi ign his former. 
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229% We deny not but that the empty Title 
- 4 of a Biſhop, or the invalid externa Form of ' 
1 — |-Conſecration, is given in Schiſm; fo that 4 
l | Confirmation thereof by the Orthodox Ca. 
l' | tholick Church is ſufficient, withour'a Reitera- | 
tion of that external Form of Ordination: as 
an Uſurper's invalid nul Law may be given in 
a right Form, and that ſame. Form afterward © 
made truly valid, only by the Conſerit and 
Authority of the rightful Prince, and his Par- 
liamegt: without which, it can never have a- © 
un Validity or Force at all. And ſo in Schiſm, 
no Validity or Power at all is given to any ons 
bo | in Spirituals, over any Cathalick Subjects by 
Inxeſtiture, tho the See be vacant z becauſe 
he is out of their Communion z (who are un. 
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| der the Catholick Epiſcopal College as their 
+ | Principle of Unity, till they delegate one over 
|. them: ) nor can his pretended Power at large 
extend over any in the true Catholick Commu- 
nion, till the Catholick-Bifhopg readmit him 
; thereto, and by their Conſent ratifie the ex. 
| ternal invalid Form, and thereby add the legal 
valid Power; which cannot be deriv'd from 
any Schiſmatical Biſhops, but only from the _ 
 -+-- | Catholick, according to the eighth Canon ot 
1. | the firſt-Council of Mice, decreed with great 
* -| reaſon; for certainly no Biſhop can have any 
l _ | Authority over any Subjects of the true Com- 
munion, but from the Biſtiops of that Com. 
* ids RRR Ky munion gs . . 
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into Schiſm, and thereby loſt his Power in e 
| Catholick Communion, haye any Authorit 3 


. 
. oyer the Subjects can. never be loſt, bec 
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' munion;. if there . Catholick NY "0 


to derive it. Nor can a Dioceſan that laps d 
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over the Catholick Subjects; till by his o 


& he returns to the Unity of 52 ſupreme | | 

 Aurhority, the Catholick Epiſcopacy, and'by 

A Re unĩon upon agreement with it, again be. 

comes a Biſhop thereof; and from the Biſhops | 
fits former Diſtei&t-Authority, if bs 

| his See be vacant ; or elſe over ſome other that 


of i it regains 


is. For tho the Civil Sovereign s Auth 


he is the Civil Supreme Authority; yer all 


_ own a Biſhop's over his Flock may, at leaſt, | £1 
during his Schiſtn. And having once loſt it, 


he can never recover it, but from the Spiri- 


tual Supreme Authority, the Catholick*Epiſ | 
 copacy,or Orthodox College, who alone muſt » 
- Wholly have it, and had it in Poſſeſhon wilt 


he loſt it and they not reſtor d it. 
Thus a Catholick Biſhop plies into Pope: . 85 

ry, ora Popiſh Biſhop in Feland, whatever 

Authority he may have over the Subjects of 


the other Communion ; becauſe he is not of + 
it, nor a Member of that College. But if a | 
© Popiſh Biſhop by his Schiſmatical Conſectati- 
on, receiv'd the intrinſick Validity of Epiſco- \ . 
pal Orders, ks well as the external Form, he 
N aß be a e 9 and a Member . 
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the Cathalick College; but if he is not, he hag 
not that jntrinſick Validity; for he that is 
pat a Member of the true Epiſcopacy, can fl. 
have no ſhare of, its intrinſick valid Powers fl 
but muſt need an Addition thereof from the 
one true Catholick Epiſcopacy, whoſe Unity 
and Communion he has laſt, . And till that is 
done, he can give or hand down no more than 
he has himſelf, vis. only the empty external 
Form, capable of the Church's Ratification 
upon, a voluntary Return unto her. For what 
ſoever bare extetnal Form may be granted to 
be given in Schiſm, or to remain with a lap- 
ſing Biſnop; yet it is a mere nothing with re- 
ſpec to the true Communion, without their 
. * Confirmation; ſince he that is not ſo much aas 
à Member of a Communion, can never be 3 
_ ..Governour in it, before he returns from his 
' Herely and Schi ſm into it, and gains a valid 
Power from their Conſent, at leaſt, ' who ſtil 
preſerv'd it. Till then, any foreign Catho- 
lick Biſhop, who has kept his Depoſtum, and 
thereby has the Charge of the Univerſal 
. Church as well as of his own Diſtrict, hag ' 
more Right over the Catholick Subjects than 
. - 'he; if they-are deſtitute of a Catholick Paſtor 
of their own Cammunion, in their own. 
\ Country ; (as a Proteſtant Riſhop in Engl 
would haveover the Proteſtant Subjects in re- 
aul, if there was no Proteſtant Biſhop there 1 5 
„„ 275 7 KIT I OI; U | 
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Caſe in View, p, 4. 
wherein there is no dif | | 
pretend a better Ti:1e than the Poſleſſor , 1 
think all equal Rules of judging. from the Na- 

ture of the ſpiritual Society, or the allowd 
Practices of the Church, will oblige us to give 


Anſ. Yes, if 
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tholick Communjon. 
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Sentence in fayqur of actual Poſſeſſofrs. 
ey be lawful Poſſeſſors of the 
Spirituals, as well as actual Poſſeſſors of the 
Temporals: but if not, then the Catholick 
Church, the College of Orthodox Biſhops, to 
whom eyery See devolves upon the Vacancy, 
has a better and the only Title to the Spirituals, 
till they legally diſpoſe of it; and ſo long they 
are the Rival to an Uſurper, as the uncanoni- 

_ cally depriv'd Biſhop was before. If he means 
fuch as had no Canonical Inveſtiture; I ask, 
which way came they to have that which was 


44 K 6) In a Cab, 
poſſeſsd Rival that can 


and confequently ſuch foreign Catholick Bi- 
ſhops have Power to Conſtitute new Bithops, 
, or Readmit and Confirm the old ones, upon 
2 Repentance of the Schiſm.; I ſay, upon a 
Repentance; leſt, inſtead of abſolving, them- 
. ſelves become guilty, and partakers of other - 
Mens Sins, by offering to admit ſuch to Ca: 
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not legally given them? for what is not legally -. 


«| 


a Man's own, is not his. And how come Intru- 4 
ders to be Poſleſſors of the Spirituals. over the 
A 8 & 
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"6 10 0 
-atholick Subjects, without the Canſent ofthy 
atholick Biſhops 2 This neyer was the allow's 
Pratlice of the Church, as Mr. Nod, very we 


We knew; nor could he bring one latens — 


thereof. . 

..G., p-4- It is the Intereſt of all Socisties to : 

allow Poſſeſſion it ſelf a better Claim than any 
elſe can have who has no hetter Claim than 


te poſſeſſor himſelf antecedently to his Poſ. . 
ſeſſon. x 


—_— 7 Hers he ſeems to take Poſſeſſion of the 
= eren fn gr for granted, which ought firſt to 
rov'd elle 85 is it tlie Intereſt of all So- 
- eieties to ſuffer 145 to be robh d af their 
1 legal Right, of Electing and e by Uſur- | 
- pation? 7 The Orthodox College of Biſhops 
haye a better Claim toevery Vacancy immedi. 
ately upon its being ſo, than any Intruder can 
have; and that antecedently to his pretended 
Foſſeſfion: for the Poſſeſſion is theirs in Rever- 
ſion, 4. e. Revert to them upon the Death af 
the rightful Iacumbent. Which Poſſeſſion 
therefore of the Spirituals, tis impoſſible for 3 
him to have, but from them. | 
p. 4. This is the Intereſt of Societies in 
general, without which it is impoſſible that 


| | Diſputes of Right, depending on diſputable 


Facts, beyond the memary of * Whael: 5 
395 hy can W ot 8 5 
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N Poſſefſors male fidei e 

of liui Witneſſes, t ip accounted 
+ Ng al Poffeſſors > by. = 
3 90 . This makes it the Inrergit of "_ 
| ele in generel, chat ſuch Poſſeffors ſhoylbe | 
cgutinuèd in their Poſſeſſon. And ſuch Pub: 
* Intereſts muſt needs be Right. 


A. Right ! What, to rae ſuch uur. 5 


ations by ſo'rewar ding thetn, when the Pub- 


all . the invaded unjuſt Poſſeſſion. 


* 5, The repugnancy that is commonly . 
odſerd d heron utile & luneſtum is not (as it 


is commonly underſtood) as if true Intereſt 
could ever be a corrupt Principle of judging, 


la that Caſe private Intereſt is made the Stan- 55 


dard by unskilful Judges. 


A. Qut true Pblick Intereſt is doing right, 5%: 

| keeping cloſe to the Laws of God and Man, - .. 
and · not tamely ſufgring them to be violated, - 
N thelr, FI" to be h evaded, by - | 
* . unt 


/* 


* Te exact juſt Pnaiſhment for the fame,” 

| efpectatly if the Invaders perſiſt againſt Law 
and Right in the Defence of their Tnvaſions > 

Such. Poſeſſors ſhould be continued in their Poſe © 
ſeſſion! By whom ꝰ If the Society could. dic. 
penſe with their Laws thus not fubmitted to,. 
and could allow of ſuch non complying Pol- 
ſeſſors, their Right would proceed Nom their 
Allowance, in eleRiveSvccefſions; and not at 


| 


l » 
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e is this arg it, 3 | 
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ls it the tyue Publick Intereft to le 
he thus eluded and ſubvęrted; or to defend © 
them, by not yielding to ſuch Injuſtice, and 
Invaſions on her Rights, without ſcm? ac- 


I Law of all civilix d Nations. © 
1 8 OPS Prog * 8 * a * k tinea * 
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4 owning Ufurpations to be rightful Poſſeſhons- 
eft to let her Laws 


knoawledement thereof from the Invaders? 


Which is honeftum utile. And ſure Honeſty is 
always the beſt Policy. If private Intereſt was 
not ſometimes pretended to be the Publik; 


„ and tod often is, 4 corrupt Principle of judg- 


ing and of cauſing publick Guilt, to the hazard 

| | Happineſs even in this Life, as 

JJV 
Ci. p. 6. This is the true grund of the 
/ Right of Preſcription, as it is admitted, by 

the Conſent of civiliz'd Nations, for a Law - 


of our future Ha 


* : 


of Nations. 


A. Preſcription never allows a Poſſeſſion to 


be right, but on ſuppoſition the Poſſeſſor had 


Right ſome other way; of which a long Poſ- 
ſeiſſſon beyond the memory of Man, is thought 
the beſt EVidence: otherniſe Preſcription has 
nothing to do againſt Right. Preſcription can- 
not be pretended in eleQive Succeſſions, where 
| the Electors have always. the Right of chu. 
'  . ting, and their Claim muſt be always within 
the memory of Man. In which Caſe uſurp'd : 
Poſſeſſion is bound to give way to Right by the 
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. C. 5. 6,7: And the Right of this Topick is 


not only own d, but pleaded by Jeptha againſt 


the Ammonites. The Words are very retnar- ' . - 

kable to this purpoſe : While Iſrael dwelt in 
= Heſhbon, and in all the Cities that be albug the * 

Coaſt of Arnon, three hundred Tears. Why there. 
fore did ye not recover them within that time? He 


thence infers this Conſequence : Wherefere I 


| have not \ ſinned againſt thee, but thow daſt me 


wrong to war againſt me. The Lord be judge this 
boy e the Children of Iſrael, and the Chil- - 
dren of Ammon, Judg. 11. 26, 27. Headmits of 


this Claim of an uncontroverted pry Fer 5 | 
. 


ſo juſt a Plea of Right, as to make the Poſſe 
ſors guilty of no Sin, and the original Propri- 
etors guilty of doing wrong, if they proſecuted 


their Claim after ſo deciſive a Preſcription. 


4. The original Proprietors gu of doing 
wrong! But how did Mr. D. know that the 


' Ammonites were the original Proprietors? Had 
the Iſraelites known that, Preſ: 
never have juſtiſied them in detaining their 
Right, unleſs the Lord of all the Earth had 


C 


given it them; which he did do, and moſt 


probably not from the Ammonites but from 
. the Amorite}: fo that from God they had 
the Right, and not from. Preſcription j as 
appears plainly from Judg 11. 21, 22,23, 
24. And the Lord God of Iſrael delivered 


Sihon and all hit People inte the band "of 
OS eg fo. 


riptioh could 
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| You _ never make a bad Tye Had; nor 


ey 


* A Land of 10 K 
- And e all the C ; "I the 
Amorites, from Arhoneven unto 11 


From the Wilderneſi enen unte Jordan. 1 2 
© - the Land du filed bath . 
rites fam tefore bes 1 
bon poſſeſs it 


4 the Amor 


| Chemoſh 4 Fe 0 5 . 
molh 1% giuer £0 4 i 
be Lord our God . ont fm 
Are ae, then wil we poſſeſs. Here, 1 think, 
tis plain that their Right of P ion was from 
God, ndt from => 5, 0: which was only 
an Argument of their Right from him 4nd 
| Pleaded only as ſuch by Fepthp. 

C. p. 14. Seeing Pre iption allow'd ; a. 
mong Wen, to be ſuficient to make a Title in 
Ke tho jt had not been ſo origi 


"I But if Metrcouſd know ty any Tetimo: | 

- wie that it was not fo originally 1 Adee 
would not be allow d to make a tle good, 
All that Preſcription; does in this N is this; 


w ben Poſſeſſion has been continued timie out of 


mind, and no living, Witneſſes can teſtify how 
the poſſeſſor game hy it;; the unconteſted Poſ? 
ſeſſion ſor ſo long time, gives a Preſumption 
that he came rightfully by it. Prefcription 
does not give it, hut fuppoles ſome other 
Man did, that had Right to give it. Preſcrip- 


does 
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: 40 it euer head on, only preſumes it i 
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are, for that feaſon, to be 
fign'd for that Office by God himſelf. - 
A. But firſt, How can any one come foal 
of an Eceleſiaſtical O „ 


without the Conſent of the unechten, 


by an unjuſt ptetended Spofsnen only > 
but fach as are duſy Elected, © Conſecrated- a 


his own. Authority.) If ſo, Intruders cannot 
be in the Poſſeſſion of the Spirituals, but by 


21y. They therefore that have the Right IF 


Colifecriting and Inveſting, are their Rivals. ; 
'they only have the Pöſſeſſion of the Supreme 
Authority, and of vacant Altars, till they | 
5 riglthy diſpoſe of them; for they only can give 


5 


them to others; or make others Partakers ef 


the Supreme Authority in che Epi ſcopal' Col 
lege over the whole Provineial Church. Thus 
| * true Succefion is online "_ thus | | 


| Co: 13 4. Contents They- who are alone e 
in Poſſeſſion of am Office (without Rivals)— 
reſum d as de. 


Catholick CR Deſign'd' by G Wher N 5 ol Þ 


thought aner gare as Aefigw'd dy” tüm, % 
Inveſted, by thoſe whom he has 'authoriz'd to 
: Elec Confecrate arid Inveſt them; (by whom. 
alone God himfelf derives a Divine Power to 
them from himfelf, and ſo Inveſts them with 


thoſe that have a Right to Confecrate and In- | 
veſt them, '(which'none have in Schiſm) | 
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ö k God aſtertains the Perſons to SY the Sub- 


cc jecti are oblig d to pay their Duty To whom 
te. the. Duties of the Spiritual: Sorgety are to be 


3 te paid as to God himſelf, that Undutifulneſs | 
4 may de interpreted as a Rehellion againſt 


Cod and his Auointed, ( 


1 77 18.) 


great Ab. 


C. 18. St. Cyprian ta 2 164 


ſurdic)z to doubt och r any Biſhop, who 


was alone in Poſſeſſion, id derive his Auth: 


rity; from Gd. 


- A. Any Biſbop! whether 19907 loveſied — 


Spiritual Power, or not; whether he was He- 
retick or Schiſmatick, cr not? Tis plain ® 


Gyprian means only an Orthodox: Biſhop,. rights. 


ly and canonically put into Poſſeſſion: other- 
wiſe no one was more againſt an uſurping Poſ- 


ſeſſor than he, call ing him no.Byhop. And the 
Catholick Biſhops never, I ſay, never. —— i 


cd any of the Donatiſts or Novatians being a+ 
lone in poſſeſſion, before they ratiſied their 


Title with their Authority after Reconcilia- 
C. p. 18. 19. The Apoſtle, 1 "= 


. way, concerning the Secular Powers, that 
they alſo are from God, on that very * 
| becauſe they are the dv. voir. Rom z. 4 


And very truly, when there is no diſpoſleſs 


Power that can pretend no better Title. 


4. The: true; Powers that he, are . . 4 of 


78 9 . ithout 


God 3: and e: are RES God: but ce are 


Err 
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hes 
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0 17 f 3 3 
withont true per, having nat receiv'd it i 11 
the way God has appointed; and therefore | 
cannot be ordain d of God, nor conſequenily be 

the 5 voa iu 


But in Elective kcingdems, I hope; anus: 4 2" 


per is not from God, very truly; till duly Ele- | 
dted by thoſe that have a Right to Rieck Carl | 
uſurpꝰd Poſſeſſion rob them of their Right of 
Eecing ? and conſequentiy can ſuch a pre- 
tended Poſſeſſur, without them, poſſibly have 
any himſelf ; th& there be no diſpaſſeſo d King 
living that cati pretend a better Title? He whom 
they ſhall Elect will have 4 beiter. And the 
Orthodqx College of Biſhops have always 
4 better Title: to a vacant See than any In- 
truder, till they Confirm his, or Inveſt an- 
ther; and then that other has 4 bete Title 


than the Intruder to the Spirituals. Thus. 


the primitive Church always thought and 


_ acted. 


Cp 19. In ſuch. a Cale the Law of Nati - | 
ons owns a Right in the actual Poſſeſſors; 
and as that actual Poſſeſſion gives a ay tl | 
ſo = Right tilt be believ'd to be from 
Go 

A4. The Law of Nations does not omi d Rig "A | 
in the uſurping actual Poſſeſſort, where any have 
a Riglit to Ele& ; for the lawful Electors have 


certainly a Right to refuſe. and oppoſe them 3 
and ny the _ zul afludl-Prfeffion = 


"oy 


| (18). 

4 met give u Rig bt; much leſs can it be from 

God. Actual Poſſeſſion unuſily obtain/dy in 
fuch a Caſe; cannot give a Right but to the 
juſt Puniſhment of the Uſurpation. 8 1 5 
In an Elective Kingdom having an Ulur- 

per; after the Death of the rightfub prince, 

the Electors ha ve Power to chuſe the uſuiping 

Poſſeſſor, or any other Man; for till then, he 


bas no Right by Poſſeſſion: - His UIſurpation 


only robs firſt the Prince of his Poſſeſſion; and 
| Jr the Electors of their Choice; but ſtill 
the Right is in the one to poſſeſs, and after- 
ward in the others to Elect, notwithſtanding 
his pretended Poſſeſſion. From them alone 
he can have Right, and alſo at ſuch time 
only, as they have Power by Law to give it; 
on in ſuch manner too, as the Law preſcribes; 


4 And as he cannot have it from them but at the 


right time, and in legal manner; much leſs. 
by Poſſeſſion only. He muſt therefore be cho- 
1 fon according to Law, or elſe he has na legal 
Right, 3. e. no Right at all: tho' moſt of the 
Blectors did affift him in his Uſurpation; that 
Act was Rebellion, not Election; and fo. far 
from having any Validity by Law, that-it id 
puniſhable with Death for being againſt Law. 
And if that rebellious Act does forfeit their 
Heads and Eſtdtes, and conſequently all Right 
of Electing; the Power of Chooſing muſt reſt 
in _ Joyal — the Ulurpers * 


nd 


26d Poſſeſſoti cannot 1 that. the Right 
| is ſill ia hem to Chooſe, as much as in an 
injur —_ to Doſleſs. in ae King 


7 1 3288 


1G py 19, All thing concerning Man bog 
fall out as well bythe Deſien As ths Per 
on of Fro bidence. A us: fs 
. Wenn Aiiurputions ell olit ly the Da 
Aue Providente3>thatby the Iniquity thereof 
| Mein may became. lawful Poſſeſſors? 
Cp 20. B00 ig, in a peculiar way, +] 
1 — immediately, the Governour; of his fee. 
culium than of a other Body. And what is 
tranſacted in the Government of it, does more 
immediately concern his Perſon, that it may 
vblige him to ratify ix i Heaven. This there- 
fore d him to hindert any from thus acting 
in his Name, whoſe A he would not 1 
oblig d to ratify. th 
A. God is not Tiaweleleh the Governia 
u Ferulinm, but that he has Stewards ant 
Govyernours thereof under him on Earth; an 
by them he does hinder others from any Right 
of acting in the Chufch, by their refuſing 
chem her Communion, and to inveſt them 
with the Churdh's legal Authority: Thus ke 
_ binders them, by impowering his Church to 
refuſe them and: then alſo; in purſuanc of 
her Ads, the Civil Magiſtrate ta reſtram and 
818 them The E thereſore of luck 
* how- 2 
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8 wr 26 RY | | 
=. Wa Cod cannot be oblig d to. ralf: 0 TOY 
| nor the unjuſt Acts of hi own Peculium; nor. 
| other wiſe to binder them, than by his Pre. 
. Cepts and his Vicegerents; as he did not the 
3 from Idolatry and Unbelief; who re- 
Fi  volted from him, and were caſt off by him. 
C. p21. And it being in God's 1 to 
Hinder him, if he pleas his not intetpoſing 
* where he is ſo much concern d to interpoſe, 
is an Argument, not of Permiſſion only, b but 
of a Deſign, and poſitive r e the 
poſſeſſing Perſon. 

A. If by God Power to Bates bim, ond hes f 
not e he means as an immediate Go: 
vernour, as in his 20th p We may, at this 

rate, father all the unjult Poſſeſſions, Hereſies 
and Schiſmns, Sc. in the Church, upon Gol: 
Deſign and Approbation; betauſe he does wor 
hinder them. This is a natural Inference 
from what he aſſerts; and ſure Mr. D. did 
not conſider, how near thus comes to Blaſphe: W 
my. 
5 This Notion of Diſtr 2 Poſſeſſion; asif there 
never was any Biſhop but a Diſtrict. Poſſeſſor, 
has led him into many Errors, even to © ſtrik- 
* ing the Authority of Biſhops: out of the 
"= Scriptures ;\ „in his Latin Apology, and 
« « making the Order to begin but about twen- 
ce ry Years ſooner than Blondel had fix d it; 


@ the Biſho p of Sarum * him in his 
Letter 


6êàÿłꝓqÿrkʃͥ r Hoc, en... OE. <9 >. _ ES... as * 


Letter to him.) And this becauſe Dioceſes 


- Biſhops to his Apoſtles, and that they truly 
they convey'd the Order of Biſhops to others, 


: ad Miuiſterium va for how could any 


4 cially certain in a Power deriv'd from God, 


* where calls St. Lully and St. Titus Itinerants, 
1. e. not fixt to any particular Diſtrict; yet tis 


„ ðòð Vc 


that they were truly Inueſted with Epiſcopal 
Power. Yet tis certain that Dioceſes were 
not ſettled by Chriſt, but long after him by 


and therefore, tho' it was an Eccleſiaſtical, yer 


land 2 be after many Ages before they 


— 


ger J. 


did ſo. | 
No doubt but Chriſt gave he: Order " 


were no leſs than others could be made: mat 
tho others were Conſecrated, like the Apoſtles, 


have the Power of founding that Order and- 
Conſecrating Biſhops, if they deriv'd it not 
from the Apoſtles ? * If the Supreme [Officers] 

« fail, none can ſupply that but the original 
< Founder of the Canſtitution : This is eſpe- 


< which no humane Authority can renew, 
« unlefs it receive a new Authority from God 
« todo ſo, and this is the Caſe of Epiſcopa- 
« ey, (C. in V. p. 22.) And tho Mr. D. elſe. 


plain by the conſentient Opinion af the Catho- 
lick Church, that they truly were Apoſtolical 
Riſhops, and by St. Paul's Epiſtles to them, 


the Church; ed. werealterable by the Church; 
it was a humane Conſtitution: as that of Scot - 


RS... 


had Bidceſes. And till then, for doo Vears 


=Y diſtinguiſneck before the Days of fi Mol. 


623 )) 


* their Biſhops, did indifferently e 
their Functions in all plices' to, which they 
6 came, as the Apoſtles did, and were calld 
*ofily Seatoram Epiſcopi. Neither had our 
« Biſhops any other Title whereby they were 


m III. who firſt divided the Countty into 
«© Dioceſes; Q. (Spot ſ wood? Hutt. Seot. p. J, 
29.) And as Gerontias rightly bas i it, (p. 97, 


109, 101. When ſome Perſons in a Nati- 


4 οn were converted to Chriſtianity, Biſhops 
« were made to govern thoſe new Converts 
“more immediately} whereſoever diſpers d 
« over the whole Land, (as here in England” 


F upon the Converſion of the Saxons) but not 


< to particular Diſtricts," neither. could well 
6 „be. *Tis: certain there were Churches be. 


5 are now call'd, and therefore . 


not be of the Eſſence of a Church, tho ſince 


« the large Increaſe of Chriſtianity, they are. 


4 for the better Government thereof. Mr. P. 
tells us, © That the Right of making Diſtricts 


{ was a Right inſeparable from the Rupert. 
« ty given by God, for making and governing 


< Proſelytes all the World over. Defence of 


** Vindi.c. p. 77.) For the Church, ſays = 
« never acknowledg d an unalterable Divine 


K 9 to che that Rule, Cof multi: 
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: « vine Inſtitution, ſhecoutd not have had that 
« Power.] And, 2. She has in ſuch Cafes 


aa; 


if * Biſhops according to the * of 1 


* Titles but has always reſerv'd a Power to 


« her ci of deviating in ſuck Caſes, of which 
fe the might be ſatisfied that they were ſail 


* ently ee OD [But had it been of, 


e actually, taken the liberty of exerting her 
e own Power, as in thoſe Nations which had * 
&« hut one Biſhop, tho many Cities: (D's. 4uſ. 

to Baxter, . 10%.) „Whole Nations were 


«ſometimes, govern'd by one only, as the 


« Goths by Alphilat, and the Indians by « Aide: 
« Hu, _ Arabian. by Moſes... ( 2 ft Letter. to 

Baxter, p. 10%. © The Sofa have bur obe 
& Biſhop; Calas Eccl Hiſt. | 
21, Contents. When ere is but one | 


| Biſhopi in a Diſtrict, e cannot juſtify our con- 
tinuing our Separation from him. 


4 True, if he be a Catholick Biſhop; right- | 
ly in Poſſeſſion of the Spirituals,, andin Unity 


2 the Epiſcopal College; but not if he is 


only a Schiſmatical or Hereticaàl Revolter from 
Catholick Unity and Communion. The Ca- 

thotick Church can never require me to for- 
fake her Communion to follow him. * Epiſ- 


_ «-copal Authority can fignite nothing, till it 8 


6 be 1225 reſolv d, whether the Biſhops [once] 


by 6 inveſted with it be {now} themſelves of the 
5 « true s Commulnigge, and that no Catholick 


Fs on LEES n « ever 


9 


1 = . EY! | a | 24 )) | : AT 
ever believ'd any Obedience due to Heretical ä 
F and Schiſmatical Biſhops,” (My D's Letter to | 

the Biſhopof Gloceſter.) Tis ſtrange he ſhould 

now. inhit ſo much on a Diſtrict Biſhop only, | 
Who of himſelf never js the Supreme Autho- iſ 
rity ; no, hot over thoſe' of his Dioceſe,” but 

as he a&ithere in behalf of the whole Epiſco- 


pal College by their Authority. So that by 
_ giving too much to a ſingle Diſtrict Biſhop, 
eſpecially an Heretick or impenitent Schiſma- 
tic) he leſſens the Supreme Authority of the 
Epiſcopal College, to whom a Dioceſan is ac- 
countable. For tho by his Power at large 
given by Conſecration, - he is every way equal 
toany one of his\Collegues in Sy nod, not to 
all, nor a juſt Majority, (tho he may be to an 
unmjuſt;) yet conſidet' d purely as a Dioceſan in 
His limited Capacity, hie is to the Supreme 
Authority the Catholick College of Biſnops, as 
the Lord High Chancellour, or any Magiſtrate, 
for Liſe, is to the Civil Sovereign and no 
more. mn... ĩͤ Ko ook 
Our Saviour Conſzcrated: his Apoſtles all 
together with one Breath as one, as àn united 
Senate to rule his Chiirch with' undivided 
Authority, changing the Monarchical high 
Prieſthood into an Ariſtocratical Sanhedrim 
of High Prieſts, and reſerving the Monarchy 
Rill to himſelf; Lo! Tam with you alway, even 
- wnto the end of the World, (Mat. 28. 20.) ſothat 
VAT * R 1 1 > | what 
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what each = acted, he did it by the joint 
Authority of all the Senate, which our Lord 
ave them only to be jointiy poſſeſs d in Uni: 
9 all who therefore jointly were the Su- 
reme Authorfty 3- not one ſingly ſo, but ag 
be acted by the conſentient Authority of all, 
which is but one in all. Whoever therefore b 
by Schiſm or Hereſy divides himſelf from that 


Unity, from the reſt of the Catholick united 


Eollege of Biſhops, fo long can have none of 
that Authority left in himſelf, but all in them 
alone, becauſe it cannot be divided,” tho? it 
may extend to many united; but whether it 
be in many or few, it is no more nor no leſs, 


but ſtill one and the ſame. This Supreme Or- 
der of Apoſtles or Biſhops being High- Prieſts, 


Chriſt certainly left in his Church with Power 
to continue it; to give out Commiſſions as 


large as their own, and by conſequence to give 


leſs large, as to Prieſts and Deacons, as the 
Neceffities of the Church ſhould afterward re- 
quire. Which inſeriour Offices muſt there- 


fore be of Divine Inſtiturion, as they were in- 


cluded in that Inſtituted by Chriſt, his Apoſtles 


being not only made Biſhops by him, butalſo 


Prieſts and Deacons at the ſame time, ii e. 
. Commiſfion'd to perform the Office of the two 
latter, (where they Fought _ as 0 as 
of the ER. 
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| of all the Chriſtian Church on Earth, fo, he 


had the 
true and only State in which our Lord leſt 
g the 2 — 5 
ſing extended Branches of this pollleſhip or 


| hi his is ute null. 


(a6). FONG 


As gur PRE alone APY ite 


Church being but one, and capable of but one 


Head, tho to repreſent him here, he made 


5 l | heked. 4 yet he 2 js make guns 
t only one, viz. 5 in 

5 Conjunction as ane ynod or Senate; Wag in 
that Unity» as one Man were to go into all the 


World and teach all Nations, to which end they 
Gift of Tongues. And this was {66 


his-Church. The fixing or ſett 
Epiſcopacy afterwards in Diſtricts, for the 


more eaſie Government of the Church, was of 


humane Inſtitution; yet ſtill. preſerving; that 


45 Unity of Epiſcopacy our Lord Inſtituted, and 
each to act only in and by that Unity; all to- 
5 pe ether- being ſtill Biſhops at large over all the |. 


hurch, as the 2 were, and ſtill acted as 


.- ſuch in Councils and Synods, yea and in wel 
Vacancies, and in Heretical or Scbilmatice 
Biſhops Sees to preſerve the Fah and Church 5 


94 5 on his 


Authority! in Unity. 
A Biſhop's Aurhor ity « 


Unity with the Epiſcopal College, that he has 


no Power to perform any Act againſt the legal 
and juſt Conſent of that Supreme Authority 
the Orthodox Catholick College, but that Act 
as proceeding from na 

We: 
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Authority i in n to do it; 


nothi 


can be derjv'd from him . — — 


not deriv d from the Collegiate Senate alſo * 
5 the Unity of the E piſcopacy. 22) BY; - 
Ns 21. If the Church} as a 


is diſſolv d, the Society muſt be ſo alſo. 


tholick Biſhop 


difſolv'd from being 
lick Church diffuſive, whilſt there is any true 


Catholick Biſhop in the World, ' with whom: 
they are in Communion: whoſe Power and 
Charge extends over the whole Catholick 
, Church throughout the World, where ever , 
there is need of his Aſſiſtance? The Govern- 5 
ment would be the ſame, (Epiſcopal) tho not 


the ſame local Governours. Epiſconatut unn 
eft, cujus 4 fingulit in folidam pars tenetur, (St. 
pr.) "obs 25 copaey is but one, · tho expand 


ed into many Branches; and each, by a ple 
nary Right, as Hein of all, ſnares in the whole, 


over the whole Catholick Church on Earth; 


(and alſo mediately or immediately ſhares in 
every vacant See,) ſo. that the regular A of - | 
each are > the _ of oy whole Body, (yt . | 


Society; be 4 
defign'd perpetual, Government muſt 
5 food For: A eiind theGovernmient: 


I. The Catholick Church throughout thi 5 
World is one Society; which would indeed 
be diſſolv d as a Society, if there was no Ca- 

in the World. But is a Nati- 
onat Church, if her Biſhops were all dead, 

a Member of the Catho-, . 
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conſentingtothem,) unleſs he is fallen off from 


it by Hereſy or Schiſm, and thereby no longer 


= 


has their Conſent. 


In Caſe then there are no Orthadax Catho- 
lick Biſhops in a Nation, (as in France or Spain) 


whether would be ſafeſt, to be within, or not 


within the one true Epiſcopacy in the Unity of 


the Spirit; to keep in the Society and Commu- 


nion of the Catholick Church diffuſive under 


foreign Orthodox Biſhops, or to loſe all Catho- 
lick Communion by joining with any guilty of 


Schiſm or Hereſy > Iam ſure the Primitive 


Church thought na Obligations to a particular 


Incumbent, could countervail the loſs of Catho- 
lick Unity and Communion. And ſo did Mr. D. 
think, while the depriv'd Fathers were alive. 


C. p. 21. And, if this be true of any part of 


the Government, it muſt be ſo principally of 
that part which is ſupreme and unappealable. - 


A. It he means that every Dioceſan Biſhop is 
ſupreme and unappealable; yet every Dioceſan 
Church is not diffolv'd upon the Neath of the 
Biſhop; but the College of Biſhops have imme. 


diately the Government thereof. Certainly the 
. and unappealable part of a National 
Ch 


urch is an Orthodox Synod; from whom 
they all derive thefe limited Diſtrict Powers to 


which alone each can pretend. And the anap- 


{ 


pealable part of the whole Catholick Church, 


is an Orthodox general Council, and their. 


2 
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Ge And for wane of a genera cer 


ſuppoſe we may appeal unto their Canons from 
an Heretical and Schiſmatical Paſtor. to au Or- 


thodox - Catholick Biſhop. - Otherwiſe” how w- 
did Mr. P. on a Suppoſition of Here) and 
Schiſm, as himielf declar d, appeal from his 


Diocefan to thoſe of other Diſtricts, and for- 
ſook his Communion, without ſynodical De- 
privation or formal-Excommunication 2 : - 


Martian, the rightful Poſſeſſor of the 
« yacant See of Arles, without any Synod or 
« Synodical Depoſitian, that Antiquity gives 


« the leaft Suſpicion of, immediately upon the 
Notoriety of the Fact of his communicating, 


with Wovatian, was immediately diſowfrd - 


« by» all his Catholjck Collegues. (Mr. D' 
Anſ. to Biſhop Still. 6 Qu. MS.) Which was 
an abſolute Deprivation of Communion, and 


conſequently of all Authority in it, tho? not a 


formal Excommunication or Depoſition; yet 


ſuch as made it impoſſible for him to recover 
the true Communion and Authoxity in it with- 
Out their Readmiſſion. Nor did the Catho- 
« lick Biſhops, nor the Catholick Emperors; 


e concern themſelves for the Synodical Depri- 
« vation of Heretical or Schiſmatical Biſhops, 
« after the Hereſy and Schiſm had form'd a 
difference in Communion. (D. Indep. Cler: 


ey, p. 65:) Nor did they think the ſubſti>. 


* tuting other Biſhops in ſuch Sees, without 
— oth | La pres 


—— 


C9 .-. 
3 Synodical-Depolition of " He. 
5 retical or Schiſmatical Incumbent, to be li- 


tc able to the Charge of Schiſm, as it Would 


have been in raſe the Incumbents had been 


«Biſhops of the ſame Communion, ſand, had 
not doſt their Authority without ſuch'Depo- 


ſition.] (Id. ibid p. 643 D ĩoceſes fill d on. 


« ly with Heretical and fchiſmatical Biſhops 
that were nut of the Communion; were 
„lookid on as Waſtes, where any other Ca- 


« tholick Biſhop might exerciſe 1 his Power. 
D Letter to Biſhop Still.) 

s therefore the Provincial Kollege 85 bend 
a vacant Dioceſe, and at laſt fupply them with 


a new Biſhop; ſo may foreign Catholick Bi- 
maps head a] 2 National Church deſtitute of Ca- 
tholick Biſhops ; and in like manner ſupply 


tkem with new Biſhops: as Gregory the Great 


an outlandiſh Biſhop confltiined, 4 Auſtin Archbi- 


top of Canterbury; from whom we derive the 
Succeſſion of our Bilhops. _ 

Cop, 22% 3. If tlie Supteme Olfizers: fall, 
all ordinates muſt ; none can ſupply that 


but the original Founder of the Coullitution. 


Bur tliis ¶ continuing the Epiſcopal Succeflion] 


cannot be done, (fince God has withdrawri 
the extraordinary Significations of his .Plea- 


ſure) otherwile than by leaving the Derivati- 
on of Succeſſion; by nominating the Perſons 
to the Prudence of the Supreme Governours 
for the time being. A, I [hen 


. 5 


I. Then in the Donatiſt and Novatian 


Schiſms the Catholick Epiſcopal Sweeeffion - 
had been lo 


f ſt if the Supreme” Gover nom, the 
Catholick Biſhops, had alb deceas d and Con- 
ſecrated no Biſhop to ſurvie them in the 


Church: then indeed 40 Subordinuter i muſt 


(ſoon after) have fail d in th Ctaholick Com. 
munion. But ſuppoſe there had beert! no Bi- 
ſhops left in ugland at tlie Reſtoration uf King 


Charles II. and ſuppoſe, at tat time there had 
been but one Catholick Bihop left im the - 
World, belides Arians, Papiſts; Donatiſts 
and Novatians; could not he have renew?'d 


our Succeſſion here? And being pod of 


all the Rights of his own National Church; 


could not he have ſubſtituted another to 
ſucceed him in thoſe Rigles he was: poſſeſ7'd of, 


and thereby kave preſer ved and continued tlie 
Orthodox Sudceſſion, and valid Epiſcopa hf 


Power in the Church? Nay, would he not 
have been oblig'd by his Depoſitum to do ſo, 
that the Catholick Succeſſion and true Spi- 
ritual Power might not be loſt for want of the 
Church's Derivation thereof? 

p. 24. This therefore muſt ſuppo! 


thoſe Rules, are as really intruſted by Cod, 


as thoſe were formerly; who had been fa; 


vour d 


| | e, that 
God approves theſe Rules for maintaining 
Perſonal Svccefſi-ns 5 and conſequently that 
the Perſons inveſted in Offices purſuant to 
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nifeſtattons. - 


the Conſtitution of the Chriſtian Church. 
But what are thoſe: Rules, . Schiſmatical, null 
lIlnveſtiture, uſurp'd Poſſeſſion, and Preſcripti- 
on, witbin the Mambiry af Man? Are not 
thoſe Rules, Canonical Election and Inveſti- 
ture, beſides valid Conſecrution; or Re- ad. 
miſſion and. Conſirmation of thoſe, ordain'd. in 
Schiſm by Im af Hands, or at leaſt by 


Without which none can be à Bifhop of the 


Catholick Flock. 


nd Preſcription muſt be albu d the. ſame: 
orce here for legitimating poſſeſſors in the 
Church, as in the like Succeſſ ons of lingſe Per. 
ſuns in Bodies wholy Secular. | 


9 to be in the Poſſeſſion thereof. And as to 
"mn | Preſcription, it cannot be pretended within 
i the Memory of living Witneſſes; nor conle- 


tions are immortal, one Chu¹i;] IS particulat- 
ly ſo. 


1 i | 
p 5 id 


doubt of it in the Caſe we haue in views 


4 FP 4 : N ; , s 
' 4. i o l ” * k ® a> 
- ? / . 


vour'd-by miraculous and extraordinary Mz: 
A. No doube hs they are, by! the Rules of 


the general Conſent of the Catholick Bags * 
true Communion,. and have Ws overe any 


G. p. 24. It will follow alſq, that Poſſeſſion 


A. But till the Poſſeſhon of the Spiritualzis! 
' legally convey'd ron Man, he cannot be ſaid 


uently in elective Succeſſions; for Corpora- 


C. p. 25. Indeed I can imagine no reaſon td 


1 


where there are note but ſingle poſſeſſors of 


Rights, of which none but ſingle Perſons are 
capable. 3 | Y 
TE Whether the Schiſm was on that ſide, 
as he affirms in this Caſe in View, is not m7 
buſineſs here to diſpute. What I aſſert is, 
that Poſſeſſion of the Epiſcopal Throne by 
Schiſmatical Inveſtiture, can give no Rzght 
at all in Spirituals: and till a legal Authori- 
ty is Canonically deriv'd to one by the Church, 
the Right muſt be in more than 2 ſingle Pet. 
ſon, viz. the Catholick College of Biſhops z 
otherwiſe how can they derive that to one 
at Vacancy which they had not in them. 
ns. Ir NE ENS 
Let me here obſerve, that Biſhops, which 
were Conſecrated over the firſt Chriſtian Con- 
verts in a Nation, (before there were Dioce- 
ſes made, ) as in England and Scotland; &c. 
were Conſecrated only Biſhops at large, (as 
the Apoſtles were) and appointed more im- 
mediately National Biſhops over ſuch Nation, 


not Dioceſans limited in ſo narrow a compaſs 


as a Dioceſe now. Yet ſure ſuch Biſhops at 
large ordain'd in a Nation, tho' without any 
Title. but that of Biſhop, muſt have ail the 
Power of Dioteſans, yea of an Archbiſhop too, 
as well as of making Dioceſes, and ſettling 
Biſhops in. them, and an Archbiſhop over 
thoſe 5 which they could not have done, if 
r 
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* they had not that Power in themſelves As 
Biſt.ops at large: For Nil dat quod non habet. 
Yea =o Archbiſhop is himſelf ſubject to the 
Cenſure of the Sy nod, as Supreme over him 
alſo; cho' out of the Synod he is, in ſome 


Caſes, inveſted by them with Synodical Pow. 
er to act inſtead of all. 


A 
* 4 


C. p. 25. Here can be danke of the Per. 


ſon, where there is no more than one that pre- 
tends a Claim to be that Perſon. . 
A Tho' none elſe pretends to be that Perſon, 
_ till he is rightly Conitituted by the College of 


Catholick Biſhops ; ſo neither can any Preten- 
der be, till he is ſo Conſtituted: but the right 


Claim s ſtill in the Catholick College till then. 
C. p. 25. There can be no doubt of the 


Legitimacy of his Creation, when the Body 
is united in acknowledging him. 

A. Well, if it be not Legitimate till the 
whole unſchiſmatical Bedy i is united in achnow- 


; e ng bim, is he not ſtill truly an Invader and 


hifmatick without Authority till then ? 


But the Body that ſhould acknowlege and receive 


to Communion an Apoſtate from Catholick 


Unity and Communion, before he renounces 


his Hereſy and Schiſm, would (as Mr. Thorn 


dye ſpeaks of an excommunicate Perſon) 
er his Soul and Chriſtianity both at 
once; and inftead of acquitting him, and con- 
Le. his — Wunde would become 


3 
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hereby Abſolving the guilty Perſon, that. he 
actually involv d himſelf in the ſame Sentence 


"I" 


aiily, Me age of his Crime by Conta- I 


gion, (whilſt they betray their Truſt, of de- 


fending Truth and a the Church's Rights againſt. 


all im 2150 C8 Invaders, ) as a Biſhop that it 


mitted to Commumion one that was juſtly e 


communicated elſewhere, was ſo far from 


of Excommunication. Read the 10, 11, 12, 
32, 33. Apoſtolical Canons. But when the 
Catholick Unſchiſmatical Bo 


in acknowledging bim becoming Orthodox, we 
may not doubt but his Authority i is legitimate 
by that Acknowledgment, but was not fo be- 
fore; nor does their Acknowledgment intji- 
mate that it was, or ever would become ſo, b 
poſſeſſion or otherwiſe; but only hy their te | 


giving their Conſent; that is,, by their t 


giving him Authority by their Conſent... 
C. p. 25. At leaſt, the Majority f thoſe 


who have a Right either in his Election, or 


his Conſecration, which (by the Rig ht of Bo- 


dies in general) can conclude t a ſmaller 


part of contrary Suffrages. a | 
4. The Majority of Catholick Biſhops ought | 


to coficlude che leſs Number ↄf their Brethren = 


indiſputable Caſes. But a Majority of Schi(- 
1 or Heretical Biſhops, have no Right 2 
conclude a leſs Nuinber <a Catholick and 


thodox r W 8 Wa the = 


dy is indeed un tel! 


(36 J' 1 
and Equity,) becauſe they are fallen from Ca- 
tholick Unity and Communion, and are there- 
fore no longer of the Catholick Epiſcopal Col- 
lege, till they return themſelves from whence 

they fell, and are readmitted into it. 
The Catholicks never in the leaſt regarded 
te the Numbers of Apoſtates, as to any Au- 
ce thority that could accrue to them from 
their Numbers; they were all, in the eye 
< of Eccleſiaſtical Tribunals, how numerous 
& ſoever, only ſo many Criminals. For my 
ee purpoſe it is ſufficient, that Apoſtacy from 
« Doctrines formerly receiv'd, has been al. 
<low'd,: as a juſt Exception againſt the Au- 
te thority of Deſerters, - for judging concert. 
c jng the Cauſe. which has been deſerted by 
« them. (Caſe. in Fact, p. 104, 10) * In 
© particular National Churches, they ſthe 
© Romaniſts] themſelves will not deny that 
ce the greater part may prove Heretical, and 
ce therefore likely to prevail by plurality of 
« Voices, in which Caſe themſelves. would 


e think. it unequal for the Magiſtrate to be 


« ſway'd by them. This has always been the 
« practice of the Church, and the Catholick 
« Emperors, never to allow any Canonical 
“Right to the Aſſemblies and Cenſures of 


« Hereticks. (D. Anſ. to 6 Qu. p. 119,) Be- 


ſides, © Reconciliation made without the 
« [joint] Conſent of the true] Church, 
; 22 «which 


— Te hy 22 A <4 WS 


1 — „ 2 


FAY a © aca 
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ec TTY had been particularly zur d by Pp 
« Separation, muſt, be invalid, and cannot 
ts expect the Divine Ratification. (D. Separ. 
Ch. p. 5911 

g P. 25 There can be no doubt of our 
Subjection to . choſe Biſhops whilſt we are 


within their Juriſdictions, and can pretend no 
other Right in oppoſition to them. | 
A. But if they had not been. legally Inveſted 


| with the Spiryaal Diſtrict. Authority, as weil as | 


the Temporal, or by Hereſy and Schiſm had loſt 
it, (as Mr. D. has preſum'd to fay ;) how 
would the Spiritual Juriſdiction have been 
theirs; and conſequently how could we have 
been within their Juriſdictions as to Spiritu- 


als, if they had none ?, But barely on ſuppo:· 


ſition it had been true as he ſaid, could there 

be no doubt of our Subjection to Biſbops without 
Canonical Election 2 Inveſtiture, or Read - 
miſſion and Confirmation, (or che others Loſs 
repair d) by the Catholick Church > Who 
therefore could pretend no Right there in oppoſition _ 
to the Orthodox College of Biſhops, in whoſe 


Poſſeſſion alone we can pretend the Right to Spi- 


rituals muſt be, till legally convey'd from them; 


as much as a Tenant's Eſtate only for Life, is 


in the Landlord' s Poſſeſſion after the Tenant” 8 
„ 

But this Principie of unlimited ubjedtimg 0 
an ap ealy Hexetica] TOI till a jud cal 


3 Sen- 


Sentence unjuſtly ANG is an effedhual 
way to let Hereſtes into the Church, and 
Wolves be Guardians of the Sheep; and to 
make Domeſtick Schiſms in the Church, more 
prejudicial to her than thoſe from the Church: 
Whereas open Hereſies ought carefully to be 
kept out of her, by flying from ſuch Infection, 
in Obedience to the Faith, and Catholick Uni 
ty in Doctrine and Worſhid. 
C. f. 25, 26, We ſhall in that Caſe, be un- 
der a Neceſſity of owning them, or now, 
| Within thoſe ſame Juriſdictions. 
A4. We are under the ſame Neceſſity at eve- 
i Vacancy of the See where we live; in which 
Gal what if we own none, but Catholick Bi. 
ſhops whereſqever, till they have legally Inve- 
ſted ſome 3 muſt we forſake our Unity. with 
them and their Right of Inveſting in the Ca- 
- tholick Church, to own ſuch as he affirin'd ei- 
ther had no. Canonical Inveſiiture or had bot 
their Right by Schiſm; or were fallen from the 
Catholick, C buch s Communion by Hereſy if it 
had been ſo as he ſaid. + 
C. p. 26. And 1 know not how we ſhall be 
able then to juſtiſie our forbearing their Com- 
muiiion, (hen there is no more than one Title) 
any more than we cou'd have done if we had 
Torborn i it before the Schiſm was made; 
A A, But had they ever made their Commu- 
nion Schiſmatical by Hereſy or other could 
| coul 


. 
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(39) 
could we not 'juſtifie our nn it, till it 


was purg d from Schiſm by Repentance and 
the Eatholick Church's Abſolutien and Read- 
miſſion, re obtaining the Celæſtial and Arche- 
typal Union; and the former diffoly'd Relati- 
on between Paſtor and People again contra- 

Red by her Allowance, and Confirmation? 

without which we may leave her too haſtily, | 
dy preſuming too far without her Authority, 
in joining with. thoſe that are deſtitute there- £4 


| of, When a Schiſm is once made, and a dif- 


ferent Communion form'd ;* can thoſe that 
were guilty of it, become the ſame they were 
before, till they relinquiſh that Schiſmatical 
new-form'd Communion, and recover their- 

old, andconſequently their former Authority 
in it, by a Reconciliation and Agreement with | 


it? What can it ſignify to have the Title out 
of the Catholick Communion, when the right 
Authority muſt be within that Communion 2 


which the Catholick Subjects are oblig'd to 
keep to, if they will keep faithful Members of 
the Catholick Church, and thereby i in Com- | 
munion with the Archetypal, - | 

If Biſhops, by lapſing into Schiſm, do not 
joſe Chriſt's Ratification of their Authority, 
how could any, at all, juſtify a Separation 
from that Authority Which ſtill had his Rati- 
fication? If by lapſing i into Schiſm, they did 
emen and loſe his Ratification, how co 


54 e | 


Communion, ar the true one before a  Schiſm was 


the Revolution, we had no Biſhops who had. 


 PaſſreObedience, and Non-Reſiſtanoe. None 
- whom Mr. D. could charge with Here z or 


miſſion of ſome Catholick Biſhop upon re- 
ncuncing their Hereſy andSchiſm, in order to 


could not formerly have excus'd. us for be- 


come to be our Caſ TI 


( 40 5 1 
they by i again N. any Act of thelr own 
or of the true Catholick Church obliging 
Chriſt to renew it to them? So that there 
muſt be a wide difference in forbearing ſuch 4 


made. 
C. p. 26. We mall then be exactly in the 
ſame Condition in which we were before. 

A. Then 'twill be pretty well; for before 


Arſerted cur common Doctrines by Principle ar 
Practice. None (we knaw of) who by both 
did not maintain the Church's Independency , 


who ſtood L eee ipſo facto tor He- 
reſy and Schiſm. None, who had fallen from 
the Communion of the Church by their on Ac, 
aud thereby loſt their Right to her Communion. 
None, who needed the Abſolution und Read- 


reſtore them to the "Church's Communion , 
and to their former Authority in her. 
C p. 26. Nor can I imagine how, what 


ginning a Separation, can then excuſe us for 
continuing our , when ey ſhall 


* 9 


4. Buy 


(a) 


1 But if they had left the Catholick Com. | 


ing munion by Schiſm or Hereſy, ſhould not we 
have been excus d from leaving it too, and 
54 ſtill excus d, till they return again to it, and 


become ſuch as formerly? If there had been 
two Communions, the Cotholick and Schiſ- 


into which muſt the Reunion have been made? 

For the two oppoſite Commynions can never 

| - Unite and become one, no more than Light 
and Darkneſs; but the Members muſt rorally 
abandon and renounce the one, in order to a 
Reunion with the other. In ſuch a Caſe we 

ſhould ſtill be where we were in the Catholick 
Union and Communion both in Doctrine and 
Worſhip, where we were formerly with them; 
we ſhould not Separate from any, but ſtand 
ſill and keep pur ground where they them- 
ſelves had rightly fix'd us, and there wait their 
Return from their new to their old Commu- 
nion 3 which when they ſhould pleaſe to do, 
we ſhguld be ready to join them in due Obe- 

dience as formerly: but till then, how could 
the foxmer come tobe our Caſe? 


at C. g- 26. We ſhall then have reaſon to fear 
e- our being cut off from Chriſt, if we difown 
or his viſible Principle of Unity, when we have 


ll no other viſible Principle of Unity in the ſame 
15 Diſtricts, which may perform the ſame Office 

| for x citing us to the ** and beadbeniy = 
ut on. 4. "hl 


matical, which muſt Return, which Readmit> 


1 
4. Yes, if he be Chriſt's viſible Principle - 
of Unity by Principles and Practice on which 
CGatholick Communion i fundamentally gronnded, 
hy being in Unity with Chriſts true Principle 
ol Unity to the Chriſtian Church, the Ortho- 
dox Epiſcopacy or Catholick College jointly, 
and ſo in their behalf is immediately ſo to us, 
but mediately Chriſt's, as Vice Roy to the 
Epiſcopal College, who immediately under 
- Chriſt, unite the whole Catholick Church in 
one to him: but if by condemn'd Hereſy or 
Schiſm from Catholick Unity, he has loft the 
Cummunion of the Catholick, Church, who ts 
the Mother of as all, (C. in F. p. 1.) and for 
want of returning to that Unity is ſtill out of 
her Communion; then by joining with him, 
we ſhall have juſt reaſon to fear our loſs of Ca- 
| _ tholick Communion, and thereby car being, 
cet off from Chriſt, Belides, if we have no other 
| ., wifeble Principle of Unity in the ſame Diſtritis, 
| - is it impoſſþk to have one elſewhere? 
did not the Catholicks always diſown the, 
Novatians and Donatiſts when alone in Poſſeſ. 
ſion, and ſtill keep to the Biſhops of other Di. 
ſtricts as their Principle of Unity > The Col-- 
lege of Biſhops, and particularly the Archbi- 
ſhop (if Orthodox) is the viſible Principle of 10 
Unity to ſuch vacant Diſtricts; or in defect '< 
ol theſe, any Catholick and Orthodox Biſhop 
in the Chriſtian Church. For how can 13 & 
xn 4 ts 1 ſhop, 2 


(43) 

ſhop, who ought to bs the Standard n; 
doxy, be the Principle of Unity to any with 
whom he is not at Unity in Catholick Do- 
arines, Fundamental Principles, and Divine 
Worſhip > Certainly that Ne that agrees 
with them in all things muſt — more property 
their Principle of Unity; although he was nog 
formally Inthron'd. in their Diſtrict, nor ſuf. | 


Atar to appear vifbble 1 in the Throne or at the | 
Altar. 


Dioceſes made, and neceſſitated to act as ſhe 
did then. Wherefore it would be unreaſona- 
ble, and injurious to the Church, to argue 


When the Orthodox Heads of the true 
Church are forcibly driven or kept out of the 
Sees, ſhe is unavoidably forc'd into the ſame 

Condition ſhe was in before there were Sees or 


; 


from a peaceable to a perſecuted State there. 
of, and to inſiſt frietly « on all her Concor- 


dats wad * for time of Peace to her — 
vantage, when ſhe is not ſuffer'd to k 
them, without robbing her ſelf of her Otiei. 


nal-and Independent Rights the juſtly poſſeſs'd. 


as her Property inthe firſt perſecutions. Which 


Rights being committed to her by. Chriſt. to 


_ preſerve, ſhe durſt not, cannot alienate from 


the Church by any Ads, Canons or Concor- | 
dats, which being made purely on Condition 


of Favour and Privileges from the State, be- 


come 9 void and null in times of Per- 
ſeecution. 


9e 


— 


r 
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ſechien And if in ſuch a Caſe (t to eee 
the valid Power and Miſſion loſt by the Lap- 


ſer's fall from it) the Orthodox Catholick 


College be kept up, who as ſuch have a Right 
over = whole Provincial Church, no mat- 


ter whether any of them can be particularly 


. Inthron'd in any of the Sees or not, or be part 
ticularly Inveſted with them any more, than 1 


the Apoſtles were, they have notwithſtanding 


true Dioceſan Power over them all, and con- 


ſequently may 'rightly, when they can, 1n- 


throne particular Biſhops in all the particular | 
Sees of Donatiſts and Arians, or ratify the in- 

valid Poſſeſſion and forfeited Right of the In- 
cumbents, when they ſhall return to be reuni- 
ted to the Unſchiſmatical College, with whom 


alone'can remain the valid Epiſcopal Power of 


ſuch Provincial or National Church, when 7 


others have never rightly acquir d it, or by lap- 


ſing loſt it, and never recover'd it from moſs 


wh Rill preſerv'd it in the Church, and who 


therefore alone can have it and reſtore i, or 


by Succeſſion continue it. 


C. p. 27. It may poſſibly be conceiv a chat 
the Nullity of their former Titles, either given 

br receivd in Schiſm, may excuſe us from 
Duty to the then Poſſeſſors, becauſe they were 
not ſecundi, but nulli, by the Principles of 


St. Cyprian, and of that ancienteſt pureſt Ca- 


tholick Church. This may mghe our dear 


Bre- 


e ern es era - wm wad. 


1 4 
Brethren conceive a new Collation of Power 
neceſſary, by which thoſe Biſhops, who had 


formerly been engagd in the Schiſm, may then | 5 


receive that Power which really they could not 


have whilſt they were in actual Schiſm. 
A. This Objection I think unanſwer d b 


di, but ulli; how is it poſſible for them to 


2 | 


him. For if, as he ſays, there was a Mullity in 
their former Titles; and that they were not ſecun- 


have that Power which was no way really gi- ' 


ven them, without a new Collation thereof on 


them? Nay, on all thoſe Biſhops, who had for- 
merly been engag'd m the Shi ſm, and which 


therefore really could not have Power whilſt they 
were in actual Schiſm. For if they had it — 


by reaſon of Schiſm, the Conſequence is un- 


avoidable, that it muſt be conferr d on them 
before they can have it. 


C. p. 27, 28. But I ſee no reaſon whe the 


Nullity may not ceaſe together with the 
Schiſm: On the contrary, it ought to do ſo, 


if the Nullity was wholly rounded on the 


Schiſm, 
I. A Nullity ceaſe | Does a Nullity ever ex- 
iſt, that it may ceaſe ? But how does that No- 


thing become Something, till a Return to the 


true Communion of the Catholick Church, 
and the College of Orthodox Biſhops here, 
or ſome other eien Biſhops of the Catholic 
| 9 by ſome way deriving their Autho- 
. 


— — — 


| 
| 


legal valid Authority, they were Muli; ati 


n 4s 3 
„ make that Nothing ele PY 


till char is done, even the Schiſi cannot ceaſe, | | 
nor they have any Spiritual Power, but * 
fame Nullsty they had before 


C. p. 28. If their being Nall, bes Cons 
quence of their being Secundi. 

A. He ſaid N in his 27th page, (and 
alſo in his Later to Dr. Whitby, Sec.) that they 


were nat Secunds, but Nulli, 4.c. tho they were 
invalidly Ordain'd with the- empty external 


Form of Conſecration, yet with reſpe& to an 


alſo with reſpect to the true Communion the 


muſt be Mulli, becauſe out of that Communi- 
on, till Readmiſſion. But I ſuppaſe he means 


here, If, becauſe they were Secundi, they were 


therefore Nulli. But here lies the Miſtake ; it 
Is becauſe they were not Secundi (properly ſo 


call'd,) that therefore St. Gyprzan ſays they are 


| VWulli; for if they were properly Seconds, they 
Could not be ſaid to be Nulli. A Biſhop may 

be rightly and properly Ordain'da Coadjutor ; 

or a Second, 5. e. to ſucceed at the Incum- | 
- » beat's Death; as on ſome occaſions was done: 
and Auguſtine — his own Succeſſor in the 
See of Comerhmry, and own'd for ſuch by ths 


Church : which is a proper. conveying Diſtrict. 
Authority in Reverſion. But in Schiſm they 


are not pretended to e a Seconds, but 
her 


„ — t mache nei- 


ther; 


” - 


Cid. 


ther ; for al fuch Conregances are void in 


c p 28. All the Orders of our Schiſmart. 


| ol Biſhops are indeed deriv'd from Biſho 


and originally from Catholick Biſhops befor 


the Schiſm was made. 


in themſelves to give a Commiſſion over a full 


Fee; therefore none could be receiv'd. Beſides, 


Attempt to Ordain into || 
full See, make a Catholick Biſhop become a 


does not the very 


Schiſmatick, (according. to Mr. D.) make him 


N _ the Communion of the Church, and there 
by his ſhare of the Power in her? For no ſin 


pic Biſhop or Biſhops have any Power in them- 
Ives 8. from that of the College. How 


A. But Catholick Biſhops never had eee 


then can ſuch an one derive the valid Epiſco- 
pal Power to another in the Church, when 


Fimſelf is out. of the Unity 'and Communion 


of the Church, and thereby, ſo long at leaſt; 


has loſt his own Participation of that Power in 


the Body ? all which muſt neceſſarily remain 
in the e Body alone the Orthodox Catho- . 


lick College. 


And the Caſe of all that join in Commubl- | 


on with ſuch, is the ſame. By breaking the 
Unity of the $pirit they loſe theSpirit, and 
“ and can no longer convey, the Spirit to o- 
4 ; thers, when they have diſunited themſelves 


1 rom me Bond of the Spirit. Their Cove. . 


 * nanting 


— 


. 8 | | A 
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9 * iveneſs of Sins, 
; ape a: 4 "which ne 
c and a 1 KA 
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invalid, and convey * way the Covenant, 
s N 2 Nich they had receiv'd at 
© and have lo | . B 
C their Conſecration, of 2 4 cons 
| 11 ar ſays the Wk 
Exactiy agreeable to w eee AE. 
1 n _ and loſt the Spirit, 
"OY —_— it, can give neither 
and never recover d i, 3 
« Confirmation nor Or 1 e 4 
' _- - © the: Euchariſt till Ay e 
3 . which * 8 od are receiv'd 
| « to do till ny 82 n an 
| <« againintot ft rH gt 
dankee er Cad noir mac 
J  Partakers of the one Epi 1 wy ori ng from 
andi the ſame Epiſcopal 4 ods 
me one Spirit in the 2 Gi remains the 
„ Certatnly what ſuc done, with reſpect to 
fame as if it were * Was A eee, ag 
CC b _ only from ſome after 
ny one from thence, bu 3 eee 
Act of ui 2 9 . 
N C. p. 28. 1 e Epiſcop 
1 ficiently impower d n they.. 
| | RightstothePerſons Ordain OR Tee 
AS intend to do. | A. Be · 


(49) 


And, Non Fe tractu temporis, quod ab ini- 


& 


(30. 


to ratiſy a de Poſſeſfon without any 
legal Act of the Church. Such then have juſt 
Cauſfe to fear the want of a Ratificatiom in Hea- 


ven; without which their Power muſt ſtill be 
ps, ſchiſmatical, and null. 

p. 28, 29. And the Perfons fo Conlecra 
tea! Pere alſo ſufficiently qualified for receiving 
the Orders intended for them by the Rules of 


their Communion. © * 


A. Were they ſo achat to the Oundor- 


dats, Rules; and Laws, by Which the Com- 


munion e ſolemnly bun themſelves ? 
And is the * of Schiſmatical Intruſion 
a Qualification for Orders? Certainly rather 
for Deprivation thereof, if they had chem. 

C. p. 29. Wha then cou. n, 'the de- 


ſir W i ? 1 
What 4. Muller! Why, 0 The Im. ä 


te practicableneſs of the thing it ſelf by the 


. « Fundamental Conſtitution of the Societ y. 
e And that reſulted hence, that two Perſons 
were allotted for that Office, of which no 
. more than one at once was Cay pdble, and 
c which could not be divided by 15 Bonors 
_ « themſelves. This therefore exhauſted their 
c whole Power by the firſt Donation, and left 
e nothing to be convey'd by the Second. Which 


s muſt by neceſſary Conſequence, make tlie 


. ſecond Donation null and invalid, becauſe 
_ © the Donors have no more to give till a 


A new 
=” 


Character ofa Biſhop, or the invalid external 


Seal, 8. e. authentick Validity) may be given 
in Schiſm, tho' no Spiritual intrinſick Payer ae 
all can. If notheng be convey'd at all, they there. 


to an Angel of Light) to make us loſe Epiſco» . 


_—_— 
« new Vacancy. This holds in all Gifts where. 
* inthe whole is convey'd z, buy eſpecially in 
© Mongrchy, where the Nature of the Conſtj- 
« tution requires that the whole Power be con. 
* vey'd, if any thing be oonvey d at all. (p. 29, 
30.) Any thivg at all, i.e, with reſpect to tho 
true Communion. ' Yet 1 ſuppoſe the empty 
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Fotm of Conſecration capable of Ratificationz, .- 
(ike a Conveyance before it has Hand and 


by can: have nothi 
Power. . 2 * A | | 
Is it not then a profound Subtilty of our 
Spiritual Arch Enemy (who turns himſelf in- 


ng; however not valid 
; by FOI 4 


pacy, by owning thoſe that have no true 
Miffion or Power at all, but nall and inva- 
lid; nor will ſeek to have it where alone they 
can acquire it? And no doubt but the Adver- 
ſaries of the Church would in time urge it 
with too much ſucceſs againſt her. 
C. p. 30. On theſe Principles therefore, the 
reaſon of the Mullity of ſecond Biſhops, de- 
pends wholly on their being Seconds. 
A. Or which is the ſame, they were Nulli 
becauſe Secundi. But he that is rightly and 
truly made a Seed Biſhop. (as Haſtns S 5 
e © TR . 


_ — 0 


* 
88 
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. (ﬆ x 
| for was) | is not a Nullus of the true immun. 
bn, but a Catholick Biſhop as much as the Pri 
mut. Here Mr. D. reaſons on a wrong bot- 
tom; for as I ſaid before, when any were Or. 
dain'd in Schiſm, they were not made Second. 
(properly ſo call d,) nor pretended: to be ſa. 
made: therefore Nulli with reſpect to thoſe 
Diſtricts: and beſides, for want of being ſo 
made, and by uſurping Poſſeſſion, they were 
(according to Mr. D.) in Schiſm, out of the 
#d _ Catholick butch; and therefore wanted even 
3 the Power at large; and that, till tis given to 
them by the Catholick Church: For there is 
no way of having it but by her legal Convey- 
ance of it: nor then of keeping it, ſo as to 
emerge any more, without continued Unity 
with the Fountain, the one true Epiſcopacy, 
whoſe Power cannot be divided from her, tho 
the Perſons may from her and her intrinſick 
Power; wherefore nothing of it can remain in 
ſuch Lapſers to emerge again, but it muſt be 
renew'd and reſtord from the Fountain, by 
which alone it can exiſt. If they had been 
made proper Seconds, that would not have 
made a Schiſm, nor hindred them from ſha- 
ring in the Right over vacant Sees with theit 
Oollegues. But I cannot comprehend how a 
E ' Nullith can depend on any thing: Power may 
i depend on ſomething; but no Power muſt, I 
| * — on nothing. | 


6. p. 36: 


Po” 


C. p. 30, 1¹ cannot therefore hold in the 
. Caſe under our preſent Conſideration, where · 
in we ſuppoſe that there will be no Seconds, 
t- ¶ but only ſingle Perſons in actual Poſſeſſion. 
r- A. In actual Poſſeſſion ! of what? Of the 
as Il Temporals 1 grant; but how would they be 
ſo of the Spirituals? Beſides, there neither 
were, nor will be any Seconds, but Nulli wit 
reſpect to Epiſcopal Authority, and Catliolick 
Communion, till they return to it by a Recon- 
ciliation, and are allow d that Authority from 
the Chürch; if they had (as Mr. D. affirms) 
fell from her by Schiſm:* 5 * he, The Du 
18 (ties to the ert Biſhops oblig'd us by the Prin- 
J- © ciples of. the Primitive Gatholick Church, 
to W* rodifown all Intruders as out of the Church, | 


ty not as ſecond Biſhops but as none at all: as \ 


„cut off from the Peculium; as having no Ti- 
10 F* tle to Pardon of Sin, to the Holy Ghoſt, to 
ck the Promiſe of future Rewards, - en on the 
in Ie Performance of Duty. And all the Biſhops 
be . Who communicated with ſuch Intruders, 
by „were by the ſame Principles lock d on as 
en having cut themſelves off from the Collegi · 
ve um of Biſhops, and conſequentiy from the ' 
la-“ Catholick Church. (D's Letter to Dr. Whit-⸗ 
eit Aby, MS) How then can they, who are no 
Biſnops at all, or who have cut themſelves-off 
from 2 Collegium of Biſhops and the Church, be 
* ingratted Members af the Catholick 
8 E 3 Church, 


* 


Authority therein, without legally 
it. and the Validity of Orders, ſrem Cnbelick 
Biſhops, is (through miſtake) a giving up the 
Rights and Spiritual Power of the Church 
witha witgeſs ; and would in time leave no 


- 6 . 


2 Church, ** the Authoritative Conſentof 


Catholick Biſhops not ſo cat off by Schiſm 
much leſs without it how can they be even va- 
lid Biſhops z and much leſs yet, how is itpoſ. 
fible for them to be in actual Pofleſfion of the 
Spirituals belonging to the Church, only by 
Poſſeſſion of the Temporals > And that their 


|  Polidflion of the Temporal Authority within 


fact Diſtricts, ſhouid give them the eme 
IRg 


rea} Biſhop in the Church, 

- C. p. 30. Here therefore there can be no 
Sthifih) where there is no Altar aga inſt Al- 

tar, where there is no more than one Altar, 
no more than one Biſhop with whom Com- 

munion can be mainta nd by nen of 


that one Altar. 


AJ. juſt ſo it is in Niue or Shan) yet are 


not thoſe Biſhops in Schiſm from the Catho- 


tick Church diffuſive? And the one Biſpop 


here muſt not be a Popiſh or otherwiſe Here- 


tical' and Schiſmatical, hut a Catholick Biſhop 
rightly put into Poſſeſſion 4 otherwiſeths'oze 
Altar 4 devolves to the College oſ Catho- 
lick Biſhopg,%at the Vacancy by Death, Here 
iy, or Schilen 3 "yl if there were W 


| of 


* 


or otherwiſe 3 3 that had 


one alſo, there-would be til more than one, 


and Al.ar ſtill againſt Altar: To. that by ad- 
hering . to him, the Subjects might ſtill be 

Schiſm from them into whoſe hands the Altars 
are fallen with reſpect to Spirituals, and con- 
ſequently from the true Altars and Principles 
of Uniey. And thus the Catholicks always 
thought, when there was no more than one Bi. 


ſbop viſible in the Throne, or at tlie Altar, if he - 


ack a Donatiſt, a Novatian, „or Arian Bi- 
op. 
C. b. 30, 31. What then can hinder but 


1 thoſe Lal Conſecrations, which Want. 


ed 95 neceſſary to their Validity at firſt, 
bur, ch 
leaſt, attain that Validity (which before they 
had not) . when the 9 becqgne actually and 
fairly vacant? 
A What c bind er 4 all Conſeeration from 
taining Validity hy, the want of the true 
Church's Ratification of the external inval:d 


acancy o the Sees, may then, at 


Form of Conſecration, in order to obtain the 


Celeſtial Ratification. The Want of a Vacan- 


cy of the See, makes a Conſecration to it, want 


all things; neceſſary to make a Catholick Bi. 
ſhop, except only the external Form. Ir t 
only hinders the Conveying any Di ric 
thotity at all, but makes the whole Contec : i 
tion invald as to any intrinſick Power ; bas 


4 
[ 
: 
55 


. 

miket: him Joſe that of a Prieſt in the true 
Commynion of the Church, till a Re-admiſli. 
on into it with her Allowance of that Autho- 
rity again in it; ſince himſelf by that Schiſma- 
tical Act becomes not ſo much as a Member 
thereof. - | 

When a See i is affually * fairly duch It is 


no particular Man's Right, but the Right of 


all in conjunction of the whole Orthodox 
College : and every body knows what alone it 


is, that always gives a Right at Vacancy, 0/2, . 


Delegating the Authprity of the College over 
the vacant See, to one at his Inveſtiture by the 
Conſent of all, as their Deputy Governour in 
| ſuch Diſtri&t inveſted with their Authority 
communicated to him, but not given away 
from themſelves, no more than from a King to 


_ - his Vice Roy; but (like a Rivelet from the 


Fountain) ſtill ſtreaming from their Conſent by 
his Unity with them, but no longer than he 
keeps united to them the Fountain. Intruder 
may then at Vacancy attain that Validity by fe. 
turning to the Catholick Commanioy”- and by 

the Ratification and. Allowance of the Cath 


lick Biſhops, to whom the Authority of thoſe 


Sees Is devolv'd ; but ſure not otherwiſe. 
6. p.31. When that very Impediment ſhall 
be remov'd; which alone hindred them from 


| being valid. orig nally. 


— 


I 
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4 Alone bindred ! If the want of Fan's 


one bindred, what then hindred them that wer 


Ordain d in the Schiſm to vacant Sees ?. Bur 
becauſe: their Conſecrations were not au, 
originally, for that very reaſon ſtill ſo, till made 
IG by ſome new Act of the Church. The 
Impediment was the want of the true Chureh's 
intrinſick Epiſcopal Power to be deriv'd; 
which all wanted in all Schifms, tho Ordain d 
to a vacint See. And the Ordainers them- 
ſelves by their Schiſm became deſtitute there · 
of, and hs) a freſh Derivation of it from the 
deſerted Fountain which convey'd and conti. 
Me it to them before their Separation from 
The Removal of that Impediment he 
ade; may make them capable of the true 


Chureh's Confirmation annexing her valid Au- 
upon a Return from their new to 


charity. 
her ol Catholick Communion z but till that 


| be done, thoſe Conſecrations can have no Va. 


lizity; Which, he ſays, had none before. And 
When the Donatiſt or Novatians were alone 


in Poſſeſſion; till they would recant their 
Schiſm, and Invaſion of the Church's Rights, - 
and ſeek the Church's legal Authority, the 


Orthodox College always thought themſelves 


bound to Inveſt others, if they could not as 


well ſupply the Vacancy themſelves. 


C. p. 3 1. It is certain that there are many a 


bee, £ n tho' 47+ o Rot 
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pretends to — 5 5 7 a Gift, not in Re. 
verſion, but in Poſſeſſion to a full See, is no 


legal Conveyance, and. canngt be. deriy d; 


therefore nothing at all in relation to that dee 
li given by ſuch Conveyance in Poſſeſſion, qr 
if given to a vacant See by any that are out of 


the Church by Schiſm, and thereby have loſt 


their own Power of conveying any Authority, 

p. 32, 33. An unanimous. actual 

tion by the concluding Votes of che Whole bo 
dy has the ſame force in e Succefſi 

Berolution can preten 10: in thole 

— Hereditary. T his therefore will legitimate 


the Succeſſion of ur preſent Schiſmatical Bi. 
| ſhops, in caſe gur preſent Fagheroſhopldenher 


it their R ſubſtitute cceffurt to 
e N * a What 
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90d. 


4. What, che they ſhould Kill been 4 
Communion by the Orthodox Epiſcopacy 
the Catholick Church diffuſive, till chey will 


return to the Catholick Communion ? If ear 


Fathers had quitted their DiſttiQ-Right tothevy. 
Sees, they would ſtill have been Catliohick Bi- 
ſhops, and they muſt alſo have given their 
Confent for their Rivals to fucceed intothaſs: 
Sees, or elſe they would not have had an . 
nimous actual Reception by the o Votes of 
the wholg Body. An 1 actual 
Reception aud Confirmation h 
| Body of Catholick Biſhops, w 

ſays to thoſe that — ri Schiſm, and; 


Invaſion of the Church 's Rights : but a whale: 
National Body, if they had beem all guilty of 


Schiſm, and therefore out of the Communion 
of the Catholick Church, (as the Papith Bi- 
ſhops -are,) could not legitimate a Succeſſion 
in the true Catholick Communion, till they 
firſt neturn to that” Communion — —1 
and are again receiv'd into it. and 
Members of the Catholick Epiſcopal Cal 
Nor can the whole 
ſtant Catholic Biſhops receive a Popiſh Biſhop 


to their Communion, and legitimate his Pom. 


er therein, unleſs he renounces thec epiſn 


National Body ne oh 


of | 


| 
| 
[> 


\ 


\ 


the whole: 
do ſo as he 


Communion; . a n gy be of Both 
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Catholick be-] join in Communion with 


an Intruder in one of theſe two reſpects, Ei- 
ther to ratify his aſſum d Authority upon an 


Agreement between him and them: Or, 2dly. 


Without any ſuch Agreement, as owning him 
a rightful Biſhop from the Inveſtiture of the 
State, c. In the firſt reſpect, they legiti- 
mate his Power in the Church, and alſc de- 
rive to him a Right to the See he till then in- 


vaded deſtitute of Spiritual Power. - But in 


_ the laſt reſet Communion with him makes 


theni by Contagion guilty of his Crime, of in- 
vatingand betraying the'Church's Right, and 


involvet them with him in the Schiſm of the State 
againſt the” Chureh,' and cuts them off likewiſe 
frons her Communion. and from all Right Ve. 
ting; as you will ſee by and by i in his p. 74. | 


377 56,60. . 
Nor can it be imagin'd; in andthir Caſe, 


how an impenitent Thief and his Partakers | 
and Receivers do ceaſe to be ſuch, upon the 


Death of the Perſon he robbed ; - or how his 


Partakers and Receivers (tho they ſhould be 
ſome"df our Judges) can acquit and juſtify- 


him inſtead of being guilty with him. Na le- 


gal Synod (much leſs an Heretical and Schiſ. 


matical one) have any Power to acquit a guil- 
ty Perſon, nor to condemn the guiltleſs, but 
that Act of theirs muſt be wholly invalid. 

oc — FR I againſt Athanafh #5 mult have 


AS oy been 


Ll 
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" been eſſentially invalid on two accounts; 
both as to the Cauſe for which they were 
« inflifted, and as to the Perſons by whom. 
As to the Cauſe for which they were infli- 
* Red. | For they could not believe that God 
« would deprive him of Catholick Unity; on- 
* jy for maintaining the Catholick Faith, which 

« was one of the principal Foundations of that 
Unity. And as to the Perſons by whom 
e they were inflicted, who being Hereticks, 
ere untapable of being Biſhops, and conſe- 
. quently of an Eccleſiaſtical Juriſdiction. (D. 
Sep. of Ch. p. 588.) Sure then the Subjects 
may as rightly. leave the Communion of fuch 
Heretical Biſhops, . before a judicial Sentence 
uncanonically and unjuſtly neglected, as cleave 
ſill to Orthodox 4thanaſias's after a Synodi- 
cal Sentence of depoſition unjaſtly pronoun. 


ced. © The ſame is alſo own'd by the Au. 


e thor of Mr. Hody's M. S. and many other 


„both Canons and approv d Practices of the 


« Catholick Church, in the caſe, of Biſhops 
« notoriouſly owning a Hereſy formerly con- 
* demn'd, [by the Canons of Councils or of 
the Holy Scripture.] “In that caſe even Sub. 
« jets and Perſons who could pretend no Au 
© thority over him, not only might, but were 
© thought oblig'd to leave his Communion ; 

« antecedently to the Formality of a Synodi- 
& cal Serſtence of Deprivation, [ſince by reaſon 


f 


. 


F ( 62 "= 
dats he became an uncanofical of- 
 Geffor and the Subjects muſt otherwiſe be 
— the Unity and Communion of the 
— Church that for his Hereſy refu- 
ſes Union with him and her — 
to him.] © Schiſm and Hereſy are . 
ce ties, and inco iſiſtent with the very Being of 
4 Biſhop when manifeſt and notorious. They 
* make a Perſon nb longer capable of the Ho- 
cc nourable Station of being a Principal Mem- 
© ber, a viſible Head of that ſutne Body from 
re Which he has profeſs'd himſelf ſo vildbly dis 
C vided. So that he has diveſted himſelf. of 
E that Authority he had formerly by his own - 
« Act, and therefore has nothing more that 
te can be taken from him by an Act of Goyern- 
c ment and proper Juriſdictiun over him. 
(Ar. Dr 4nſ. to Bp. Still. 6. Qu. MS) * Fo 
eit enim ſunt, alieni, & nulli pro principits 
« $.Cypriani. Itague ſementia nulla opus ef 
© quz illos ejiciat ex Eeoleſia vel exuat ioo, 
ed potuit eorum feilen ut vacus ſupplers. Finir 
0 2 Formatanum hir praripimis erat, ur 
& commune Fidei depoſitum hoc commercio indiula. bs 
ce tum ſeroarent. (Daren. ad. Ext. | nes 42. of 


92.) | 
| 3 nd And zhe reaſon of all chis is PAL 8 that ha 
they not only loſe Catholick Unity by depart- Ti 
ing from it themſelvts, but are Mo actually in 
depriv*d of it by: 12 Church er gl 
er 
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ner Cominunion; for the Catholick Biſhops 


in defence of Truth, ate oblig'd to refuſe an | 
Heretical or Schiſmatical;Revolter their Com- 
munion (till he will return tothe Truth) by 


vrhich his Authority muſt be loſt in that - 4c 


munion from which ne is fallen, till upon his 
Return it is no longer refus d him by any Ca- 
tholick Biſhops: he muſt ſo ſong ſoſe his hare 
of the Supreme Authority lodg'd in the one 
Epifcopacy by being thus divided ſrom it; and 
conſequently his Subje&s are obfig d ſo long to 


forfake him, not only to avoid thexConta- 


gion of his Hereſy and Schiſm, but to keep 
themſelves under the Sup teme Authority in 

the true Orthodox Conmutida of the Ca- 
tholick Church with her Orthodox Biſhojs.. 

How then could the concludin ng Votes of ſuch 
legitimate any one, when by Schiſm-they had 
lift all Authority in the Church, (and even the 
Right of being Members of the Cathotiok, Cummu- 


non) till it is firſt reſtor'd to them by thoſe, 


who by carefully N it, are n of” 


reſtoring 1 it? 


If Biſhops yield up to the State their kisht | 
— legitimating others in the Church, how is 

it poſſible for ſuch to legitim. te any, till they 
have firſt recover d that Right to themſelves? 
Thoſe therefore alone tliar retain d that Right 


in the Church, dy not ee it ogy 7515 lle 


gitimate others. 1 in her. N A 
C p33 


| 
| 


Catholick Chureh; 
 oppoling her Communion; none, in refe - 
rence to the Purity of her Doctrine and Wor: 


ſhip; none, in reference to her Laws and 


IL 


„ 


5.33. 2s immediate Injury was to the 
Y Perſons ly of our rightful Biſhops. 


A. But was there no Injury to the ls 
* breaking her Unity and 


Diſcipline, to her Independency, and K Rights 
of Depoſing and Inveſting her. Biſhops ? The 
yielding ap of which to the Lay Power, — ha- 


ard her — Being in Tae, of Perſecution by a 
Mr. D. himſelf owns, * In our 


<« Caſe our Adverſaries very well know the 
Injury is more than Perſonal. The old Do- 
cc. ctrins of our Church are icivolv'd in the In: 


« juſtice that is offer d to them, {the depriv'd 


« Biſhops.) (Yind. Depy. Bps.: p. 13.) “ And 


therefore] they, at leaſt ſeveral of them, 


« ſeparated [purely] on account of the Do- 


4 Qrines of Chriſt, and his Apoſttes, which 
« were in Fact deny'd by their Adverſaries. | 


(Cerontius, p.,68.) And, (5. 71.) © As long 
© 48 they defend by, their Practice thoſe (op- | 


« poſite] Dorines, ſo long they cannot be 


« of the true Church of England, but muſt be 


« reckon'd Deſerters. So Tar. fay s Mr. D. as 


© they deſert the old Principles, "fo far they 
«6 2 to be of the Church, whoſe Principles 
« they have deſerted, Vi a Depr. Eyr. P. 28.) 


And Sin, cc : Whenever they pretend to Ya ry 


Cs. 


tit 
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« 8 arp 8 — Gong our ang 
* | , they ought no longer to pretend 
«to cont Arte with our old Mother 
<« the Church of England, wherein we were 
4 all enited formerly. (Caſe in Fab, p. 107 
Beſides, when an Biſhop is depos d 
by the Lay: power, only from the Exerciſe of 
his Spiritual Authority, the immediate Injury 
is to the Church, as well as to tlie Perſon of 
the rightful Biſhop, by invading her Right 
and Property of ng from Spirituals, or 
elſe of continuing her Authority in him, as 


well as hie gf Poſſeſſing, nay, even Chriſt's 
Ratificatieniathis Poſſeſſion: the Injury is im- 


mediate to the Dioceſan Church, by takitig a- 
way her deputed Head, and to the Collegiati 
Body by cutting off a ſuund Member, an 
dangeriris all the reſt, the whole Church, by 
the like Invaſion if yielded to. ah). The im- 
mediate Injury is to the Church, not to the 
Jioceſan, by attempting to Inveſt anothet 
with the Spirituals; becauſe tis her Right and 
Property alone to do thit, when lie is dead 
and unconcern'd in it. Beſides; the Subjects 
cannot be united to theit Archetypal Head, by 
a pretended Repteſentative not legally autho- 
rizd by his Church, and therefore without his 
J c ĩ ĩ 7 ETIC - 
The Civil Magiſtrate has no Power to d- 
poſe a Catholick Biſhop from his Spi * = 
—— ee cif: 


ERS) 
ſtrict · Authorĩty given by the Chutch: nor has 
a Synod Power to do it without Law, With. 
out a lawful Cauſe. But when a Synod has 
legally and juſtly depriv'd a Biſhop ; or when 
he has by Schiſm or Hereſy depriv'd himſelf 
of Catholick Unity and Communion, and, by 
a neceſſary Conſequence, of all Authority in 
it ; the Magiſtrate then has Power to diſpoſſeſs 
him of his pretended continuance in that Poſ- 
ſeſſion, without encroaching on any Right of 
the Church; who in this or the like Caſe, by 
the Civil Sword, only defends it. 1K 

C. p. 33, 34, 35. But it is conceiv d in t 
unhappy Schiſm now in being, eparation 
following upon it extended to the hole Ca- 
tholick Church, ſo as to cut off the Perſons 
guilty of it, from all Right of Communion 


with all other Churches of the ſame Commu- 


nion throughout the whole World. For this 
indeed is the only Conſideration that can make 
the Breach damageable, in relation to the my- 
ſtical and heavenly Benefits of Communion. 
' This I think unavoidable by the Principles of 
the pureſt and earlieſt Ages of the Church. And 
the Evidence that it is ſo, is, in truth, the re- 
al Cauſe why take it to be our Duty to beſo 
_ earneſtly concern d for it. But what then? 
Some of our Brethren conceive that the Con- 
ſequence will be, that the Schiſm will not die 
with the Perſons of our injur'd Fathers. * 

| ae” nnn, 


nxnavoidable; muſt not he Perſons ſo cut : 


(83) 


the reaſon why they link ſo; is, becauſe they 


think that it will till continue in relation to 


the reſt of the Catholick Church; wh ch in | 


this Caſe, by her foreign Proteſtant Biſhops | 


may ſupply us with Presbyters, dr with Bi. 
ſhops who may keep up our Succeſſion. 


A If the true Catholick Church tbrobighou 
the World is but one, and Sthiſtn from an) 
part cuts. off the Perſons from all Right of Comimu- 
nion with all; and the Evidence that it is ho, is 


4 


* 
4 


from the whole, be again ingrafted by it, before 
they can again be Members of it; any more 
than a Branch cut off, can ever be again in the 
Vine without Ingraftingz? 

This indeed is a weighty Conſideration; 
and tis ou Duty to be earneſtly concern d for it; 
for certainly I am to take care to keep in the 
Communion df the Catholick, and thereby of 


the Archetypal Churcli ; although my, Di. 
ſtrict. Biſhop ſhould not, but till be in Schiſm 
(and thereby without Spiritual 


from her, | nh | 
Power) by. riot deliring, but oppoſing; her 
juſt and neceſſary Authdrity of Ke. ingraſting 
fallen Members. TS 
Surely the Citholick Church includes a par- 
ticular Church, yea all partitular Lhurel es in the 
World, (5. 39.) and every particular Churcti 
was wont to be accountable to Her, to het ge- 
neta} Councils, and * by their 3 
Ea ach Tr", 
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(684) 
as, „The Church [in Council] at erg. 8 
« lem had a Right to oblige all other Churches 1 © 
ce jn the World by. her own particular Acts; . 
ce rand] the local Schiſm continued, whether P. 
« the Church of Jeruſalem had a living Dele. I * 
ce gate upon the place, or not, with whom A 
6c 1 5 might Communicate, ( p. 36, 37.) As hi 
the Provincial College has a Right to inſpect tl 
the Irregularities of a Dioceſan Biſhop, ſo the 
Univerſal Orthodox Church has a Right to li 
inſpect and reform the Irregularities of a Pro- 
vincial Church. And this is all he can make 5 
of his Jeruſalem Supremacy. There the then pe 
few Biſhops of the Catholick Church met and * 
made their Decrees, (A&s 15. 6. Ch. 16. 4.) as 
their Orthodox Succeſſors did afterward meet C 
in other places and make theirs ; by which n 
every particular Church is, in like manner, I ©? 
bound to be guided: and that particular | 
Church that will not, breaks the Unity, and thi 
is in Schiſm from the reſt of the Catholick 9 
Church that do. And /t is ſtill the very 
Caſe, as he owns it was, indeed, the Caſe be- 
© fore the Jeruſalem Supremacy was extiugniſhed, 5 
p. 36. Which Supremacy 1 underftant tobe n 
there, only before they left off to keep their 
Council or Synod there; and to be afterward 
in other places whereſoever a Legal Ortho- 
dox Council, or Synod was, or is now kept. 
Nor did the Apoſtles ever make a particular 
* 


— 
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Church' equal in Authority to an Orthodox 
General Council, or a Synod; as he intimares, 
p. 37. For, if fo, how can a Synod deprive a 
particular Dioceſan Church of their deputy 
Head, and a particular Biſhop of his Dioceſan 
Authority > Indeed they cannot, unleſs he 
has in effect firſt depriv'd himſelf, according to 
the Sentence of the Law ; but then they can 
declare him depriv'd by the Law; and reaſ- 
ſume to themſelves the Authority they had 
conditionally delegated to him: | 
The Church of Jeruſalem was not only the 
peculiar Charge of the Apoſtles, becauſe they liu d 
in ſuch-a particular Diſtrict, as he ſays, p. 69, 
but alſo all the Chriſtian World was theit 
Charge, as they were Ordain'd Biſhops at large 
over all Believers whereſoever they were, or 
they could make them; till they had Ordain'd 
others in particular Nations. Andeven then, 
they were as Metropolitans over them, eſpe- 
cially in Council or Synod. And fo is ſtill an 
Orthodox Synod, or General Council, over 
a Dioceſan Biſhop, by vertue of their Power 
at large, as being the Supreme Authority of 
the Church. So that a particular Biſhop may 
rebel againſt her Supreme Authority, and 
© The Dioceſan Schiſms may be conſequent. 
* ta a Schiſm from a Power [the Catholick 
College of Biſhops] © that has a Right to go- 
«< yern the whole Catholick Church: tho he 
way oe OY, F ; in: 


: PR 
intimates the contr ary, by adding hereto, if, 
536. 

4 2 P. 35, 36, 37,38. There might be ſome 
8 far this, if the Dioceſan Schiſms had 

een C ſequent to a Schiſm, from a Power 
that oP a Right to govern the whole Catho. 

lick Church ; Tas the Univerſal Epiſcopal 
Collegę certairly has. This was, indeed, 
the Caſe before the Jeriſalem Supremacy was 
extinguiſhed. So long all Schiſm was from the 
Church of Jeruſalem immediately, and from 
other Churches only conſequently, as Subjects 
of that one Church; Tand fs it is till from the 
one Catholick Church diffulive , as other par- 
ticular Ghurches are Subject thereof ] But the 
Caſe is very different, {ince all other Churches 
are, by the laſt Act of the Apoſtles made equal 
with the Church of Jeruſalem ; [but not to a 
General Council, or a Synod. ] Every particu- 
lur Church has the ſame Right now, with that 
of Jeruſalem, of having its Acts ratified in the 


true Mother Church of the heav enly Feruſalem; 


[not immediately without the joint Conſent 
of other Churches, but by being agreed to by 
the Univerſal (true Mother) Church on Parth, 
not elſe.] And each particular Biſhop, 
Supreme within his own Juriſdiction, bs the 
54 Right of obliging the myſtical Biſhop 1 im- 
mediately, in relation to the Subjects of his 
own * * as the Nn of ee 
A's | : cou 


10 
could pretend to then; [7. e. is Supreme as 
(he fancies) he was, or as (I ſay) a Synod was 
there. 1 
A. But the Myſtical Ei ſbop is oblig d immedi- 


ately by his whole Church conſenting to a Di- 


ſtri& Biſhop's Acts; and oblig'd thereby me- 
diately by a D iſtrict- Biſnop. He lays great 
Streſs on this pretended laſt Act of the Apo- 
ſtles, (of making every Dioceian Church Su- 
preme,) which therefore he ſhould have taken 
care to prove, if he could; but it wants Proof 
entirely; and I utterly deny it, A Dioceſan 
Biſhop is ſuperiour to all in his Dioceſe, (as 
a Mayor is in a City,) yet he has a Superi- 

our in the Church ; for he that is Supreme is 
accountable to none on Earth; but a Dioce- 
ſan Biſhop is tertainly accountable to a Synod ; 
and may (if he deſerves it) be juſtly depos'd 
by them; and his Subjects are bound to ſub- 
mit to the Sentence of the Supreme Authori- 
ty; which ſhews that they were the Subjects, 
not only of the Dioceſan, but alſo of the Epiſ- 
copal College Superiour to him. 

But moſt of his Reaſoning in this 7th Secti- 
on, and unto p. 45. proceeds from a Suppo- 
ſition, that the Incumbents are Canonical and 


Rightſyl, and agreeing in the ſame Faith with 


the Catholick Church, (p. 42.) Which if fo, 
why did he ſo often charge them with Here- 
ſy in ſeveral places of his other Writings ? to 
Es 5 . 


| ( | 88 ) 
which J refer that matter. But to affirm any 
to be Canonical and Rightful purely by the 
invaded Poſſeſſion of the Epiſcopal Chair, is 
a robbing the Supreme Authority (the Catho- 
lick College) of their Right of Poſſeſſion, till 
they Elect and Inveſt an Orthodox Catholick 
Member of their own. And by what Canons 
he could prove fuch Poſſeſſion to be Canonical 
and Rightful, I cannot imagine; he offers us 
none: but he might have found forme con- 
demning it as Uncanonical and wholly Inva- 
lid; and ſtill to continue ſo; (as all Intraders 
were ever judg d to do; ) till they obtain the 
Admiſſion and Ratification of the Orthodox 
Biſhops of the Catholick Church; under 
whoſe Care and Charge jointly the Univerſal 
Church is, eſpecially the valid Epiſcopal Suc- 
ceſfion, as well as each particular Dioceſe is 
under each particular Biſhop ; and by whoſe 


Authority alone legally deriv'd, each rules 


his particular Diſtrict. But by making every Di- 
ſtrict-Biſnop Supreme, he divides the Supre- 
macy, and loſes the Unity of Epiſtopacy; 
makes thereby many Heads to the one Catho- 
licx Church, and that one Church many 
Churches independent of one another z and ſo 
divides the Catholick Church, and utterly loſes 
ter Unity. CRY n 
C. p. 39, 40. All the Obligation of foreig 

Chy:ches muſt be deri d from ſome Act 4 
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the particular Churches Lhere} that may ob- 
lige the Cœleſtial Biſhop, and thereby oblige 
foreign Churches. 77 
A. Or in other Words, All the Obligation of 
the Univerſal Catholick Church muſt be deriv d 
from ſome Ac of the particular Churches here, 
that may oblige the Cæleſtial Biſhop, and thereby 
oblige the Univerſal Catholick Church. (Inverſo 
ordine!) But how can that be, when the Sees 
become attuatly vacant ? (p. 31.) Or after the 
Vacancy of all our Sees * (F. Praſpect, p. 3.) 
But ſuppoſe them not vacant; I deny this Af. 
ſertion: for the Obligation of foreign Biſhops 
is chiefly from their general Commiſſion and 
Charge over the whole Catholick Church, 
where-ever there is need of their Aſſiſtance, to 
defend the Faith, and protett the Catholick 
Subjects from falſe Apoſtles, that by Herefy or 
Schiſm ſeduce their Blocks from the true Fold, 
the Unity and Communion of the Catholick 
Church. Which indeed I muſt agree with 
him would make the Sees vacant of ſuch as to 
the Catholick Communion. I always thought 
that the Obligation of par: ĩcular Churches was 
derived from the Univerſal Church, as they 
are Members thereof. May not the juſt Ads 
and Canons of Orthodox General Councils 
and Synods oblige the Cæleſtial Biſhop, and 
thereby every particular Biſhop; as well as 
the AQts of a particular Biſhop alone, can ob- 
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(% 
lige forei len Churches > However a ſingle Bi- 
mop muſt be Orthodox and Catholick to ob- 
lie e them. 

— what then did he think of the Act of or. 
thodox Biſhops refuſing Communion to Here- 
tical Revolters from Catholick Unity in Funda- 
mental Points' of Faith, (as they did and doto 
the Popiſh Biſhops,) which is call'd the leſſer 
Excommunication > Does not that oblige 
the Cæleſtial Biſhop, till ſome contrary. Ad 


of an Orthodox Catholick Biſhop in the Name 


of all reſtores them again to the Catholick 
Communion; or at leaſt till they return to 
its Unity themſelves by their own AR, and 
obtain the Czleſtial Biſhop's Abſolution and 
Re- admiſſion, and Confirmation as Biſhops, in 
caſe only no Catholick Biſhop on Earth any 
longer refuſes Communion to them? as we 
ſuppos'd and believ'd at the Reformation. 
C. p. 41. Contexts. If therefore Foreigners 
concern themſelves in Juriſdictions not be- 
longing to them, without any Obligation to 
do ſo, in order to the aſſerting the Right of a 
Biſhop of the place, they involve themſelves in 
the guilt of Schiſm, [1f the Incumbents are 
Orthodox and Rightful.] | 
4, But they would involve themſelves in 


the Schiſm, if they ſhould own and join with 


impenitent Schiſmaticks, Popiſh Biſhops, or 
1 before Reconciliation to the Catho- 
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lick Communion ; but not by taking care of 
the.Orthodox Catholick Subjects within ſuch 
Diſtricts deſtitute of Orthodox Biſhops of the 
true Communion, and therefore without E piſ- 
copal Authority in it, till Reconciliation 2 it, 
and Confirmation by it. In ſuch a Caſe they 
would have an indiſpenſible Obligation to do [4 
Otherwiſe how ſhall we juſtify our Proteſtant 
Biſhops doing ſo in Ireland in Juriſdictions 
where the Popiſh Biſhops have ever kept up a 
regular Succeſſion in every Dioceſe ? 

42. This would be to judge of God and 
chal if the foreign Biſhops] preſum d to 
judge of the Act of their authoriz d Repreſen- 
tative, who might be ſo undoubtedly when 
there are no Seconds. 

A. The immediate Repreſentative of God 
and Chriſt is the Supreme Authority, the Or- 
thodox Epiſcopal College jointly; a fingle 
Dioceſan Biſhop, (as ſuch) is the immediate 
Repreſentative of the College, and Chriſt's 
only mediately under them : who, at leaſt, 
might be ſo, if he return'd to Catholick Uni- 
ty, and the Catholick Biſhops (who only can 
oblige the Czleſtial Biſhop): pleas'd to make 
him ſo ; but not elſe andoabtedly; any more 
than a Donatiſt or Novatian Biſhop was, or 
could be, without the Conſent of the Catho- 
lick Biſhops, although he was alone in Poſſeſ- 
ſion. But 85 not Orthodox Biſhops 
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judge of the Act of a Biſhop tho never ſo He. 
retical, and refuſe him their Communion, 
without judging of God and Chriſt? for tis no 
more than judging according to their Laws 
and Canons. Nay, are they not oblig'dto do 
ſo, in Defence of the Faith and Safety of the 

Catholick Subjects, on Suppoſition there were 
none at home to do ſo; and thereby keep 
themſelves clear of his Heretical Schiſm 2 

C. p. 42. Then, as a Breach of the Terms of 
Correſpondence between the Epiſcopal Col- 
lege on equal Terms; it muſt neceſſarily cauſe 
a Schiſm between them, [foreign Biſhops and 
Domeſtick, I and that Schiſm imputable to 

the Aggreſſors. 
A. Here he owns that foreign Orthodox Bi- 
ſhops together with our Domeſtick, make up 
the one Catholick Epiſcopal College. Which 
is very true of all Orthodox Unſchiſmatical 
Biſhops. But who then are the Epiſcopal Gol- 
lege, the Divided from it, and the Mulli too? 
Or who makes the Breach of Correſpondence ; 
do not. the Heretical Revolters from the Uni- 


ty of the Faith, which the Univerſal Epiſcopal 


College is bound to maintain in Unity of Spi- 
rit? Who then are the Aggreſſors that make 
the Schiſm between them, but ſuch as break 
themſelves off from the Unity of the Catholick 
College by Heretical or Schiſmatical Practices, 
which neceſſitate the Catholick College ta re 


fuſe 
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fuſe them their Communion ? How then are 
they Members of that College, till they are Re- 
concil'd and Re-united; any more than a Po- 
piſh Biſhop is'of the Proteſtant College before 
Re admifhon ? And till they areReconcil'd and 
United to the Orthodox Catholick College , 
are thoſe Subjects that adhere to the College 
(tho' foreign) in the Schitm, or theſe that ad- 
here ta them? | RATS © 
For they that are Hereticks in the Faith, are 
alſo Schiſmaticks from the Faith. There is 
Schiſm from the Catholick Church in Faith, 
in Worſhip, or in Diſcipline. That in Diſci- 
pline only, is Schiſm ſimply ſo calld, without 
any Mixture of Hereſy, or Pollution in Wor- 
ſhip; that in Faith, is Schiſm through Hereſy; 
and that in Worſhip, is Schiſm through Impu- 
rity and Profaneneſs: The two latter no leſs 
injure the Faith and divide the Church than 
the former, and by conſequence neceſlarily 
make a Schiſm in Diſcipline mixt with Er- 
ror; which muft be imputalle to the erring 
Aggreſſors; and not to the faithful Orthodox 
Bthops. * | WE 
C. 0 43. That intermedling of Foreigners 
could not find a Schiſm where it found all 
within the reſpective Juriſdiction united under 
a ſingle Biſhop, Orthodox in Faith, without 
any Competitor. Mus 


A. No? 


A. Na? May not a fingle Biſhop be in 
Schiſm from the Epiſcopal College by In. 
vading their Right of Inveſting, or of Reſto. 
ring his loft Authority? But how is he a real 
Biſhop, whoſe Schiſm depriv'd him of all Spi. 
ritual Power; unleſs the College reſtores it a- 
gain to him? Or how is he Orthodox in Faith 
without renouncing his Schiſm from the Holy 
Catholic Church? Or how is he without am 
Competitor, when by his Schiſm. the Right de. 
volud to the Catholick College? And how 
come they to loſe that Right without parting 
with it to him? Ought they not to intermedle 
in Defence of the Rights of the Church, till he 
will ſubmit to her Rights the Right of the Ca. 
tholick College to receive him again into their 
Society, and rene his Authority, which he 
loſt by his Separation from the Epiſcopal C ollege , 
in Unity with whom alone remains the Spiri- 
tual Power? _ © en 2 aa: 

C. p. 45, 46. It is otherwiſe, where Do. 
Qrines are the principal Subject of the Diſpute. 
They, if. they be true once, and be thought 
ſufficiently momentous to juſtify a Separation; 
muſt, in the Opinion of them who think them 
ſo, be thought ſufficient to continue the Sepa- 
ration, and to derive it to all future Generati- 
ons for ever, as no way depending on the 
Lives or Rights of ſingle Perſons. In this 
Caſe, all Biſhops in the World, Foreigners a 
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well as Incumbents, are equally concern'd, 


and are not guilty of Encroachment in extend- 
ing their Care of the common Faith beyond 
their own Juriſdictions. - The, diſtribution of 


Juriſdictions, only obliges them who own 
themſelves agreed in the Faith. 


A. Here he ſufficiently juſtifies the Separation 
(under foxeign Biſhops) of thoſe, at leaſt, who 
think the Doctrines momentons enough to oblige 
their utmoſt Defence, as Fundamental Doftrines 
are; and to continue the Separation for ever too, 
(if the oppoſite Doctrines do,) without any 
mention of formal Excommunication or De- 
privation; but that long fince denounc'd in 
the Canons of Holy Scripture, - of General 
Councils or our own Synods, againſt Deſer- 
ters of ſuch Doctrine. x 

C. p. 46, 47. Accordingly the Catholicks 


of Conſtantinople, and Antioch, and Alexandria, 


never look'd upon their Sees as full for being 
poſſeſs'd by Hereticks , but ſupplied them as 
often as the Catholick Biſhops fail'd, and kept 
up their Succeſſion againſt the Heretick Bi- 
ſhops, and treated the Sees of Hereticks as Va- 
cancies belonging to the firſt Occupant. 
A. And why m7 it not be ſo again where 


there are Hereticks in Faith or Worſhip ? 


After the Catholick Biſhop fail d, the Altar and 

See devoly'd to the College of Catholick Bi- 

ſhops, and they had the Right over it, (and 
| not 
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not the Heretical Incumbent) and ſtill ſuppli- 
ed it themſelves, till they fill'd it with a Suc- 
ceflor. Enn bt 

C. p. 47. This ſome of our beloved Bre. 
thren might take tobe the Caſe, in relation 0 
the Doctrines diſputed between us and the 
prevailing Separation. But Lovers of Peace 
will find Cauſe to bleſs God that this is not ſo 
really the Caſe, as leſs attentive Perſons may 
imagine. Our truly Catholick Doctrines of 
Paſſive Obedience and Non-Refiſtance are {fl 
maintain'd by many of our late Fathers and 
Brethren, notwithſtanding their new erected 
A. But are not thoſe Doctrine, deny'd by 
Tome ? (and communicated with by all ?) And 
there however is not this really the Caſe, ſince 
we muſt Communicate with them too? Be- 
ſides, how far from Hereſy is their continued 
Allowance of their new erected Altars, ſtill pol- 
ſeſod inſtead of thoſe devolv'd to the Churcl1 
at Vacancy ; whereby is not her Right ſtill In- 
vaded, and they ſtill really deſtitute of her Au- 
thoricy > He has faid, Their defending their 
Schiſm (not yet retracted) was as fundamental 
an Error, as the denying any one Article of our 
common Faith, and as properly Heretical, (in his 
Letter to Dr. Still. M. S. cited hereafter.) 

Lovers of Peace! Did he then at laſt join 
with them in thoſe Prayers which he nn 
| | „ 
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moral >” otherwiſe how was he at Pedce and 
Unity with them? Ard whether our truly Ca- 
tholick Doctrines of Paſſive Obedience and Mon- 


Refiftatite, and of the Independeuey of the Charch, = 


are fill maintain d; I leave to the Judgment 
of others from their Practice; and refer them 
to what Gerontius (in the excellent Conference 
between Gerontius and Junius) has faid upon it 
in his Quotations out of Mr. D's own Books. 
« Their Practices ſnew their Principles, and 
hat Doctrines they hold, unleſs their Pra- 
&« ices contradi& their Principles; and if 
they do, I need only ſay, Quid verba audi. 
am bum facta video. (Gerontius, 5. 23.) And 
Mr. D. to the ſame purpoſe, Upon this Fall 
from common Principles you [Bithops] have 
« loſt your Right to govern the Bodies whoſe 

% Doctrines you have deſerted; and your 
fewer conſtant Brethren were then in the 
Church of Eapland, as much as they would 
have been, if you, to gratify Kiüg Famer, 
had left them alone in the Profeſſion of dur 
common Reformation. They might there- 
fore have depriv'd you; and filłd your Sees; 
But even here you, who were the firſt Cri- 
% minals, were vet Aggreſſors, ¶ in erecting 
c oppoſite Altars. J (Mr. D's Letter to Bp Still: 
M. S.) And falling from Principles and deſer- 
ting them, certainly is not maintaining them. 


\ 
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. Beſides, What can Principles fenify, ik 
« we will not be true to them, if we will fall 
cc from them as often as they pinch us, [and 
teach” the contrary by a forcible Example ?] 
(Vind. Depr. Biſhops, p. 104.) 

From the former i theſe Quotations 'tis 
plain *twas his Opinion, that the Schiſm com 
menc'd (before the erecting of oppoſite Altars) 
2 this Fall from common Principles, ſince they 


loft their Right to govern the Bodies whoſe 


Doctrine they had blend, and their fewer con- 


ſtant Brethren only were then the Church of En- 
gland, as much as, &c. They might therefore 


have depriv'd you, and fill'd your Sees. As did 


not ſome of them then refuſe them Commu- 


mon, and thereupon their aver ad to the 
Orthodox College of Biſhops? How then 


came he to think the Schiſm — cea ſe, till 
thoſe common Dottrines were not deſerted, and 
they had recover'd their fall from them? 

p. 48. Thus far therefore we a e agreed 
with many of our Adverſaries themſelves, in 
afferting theſe Doctrine: how much ſoever 
we differ from them in the Application 


4. Why then did he ſay before; They haze 


deſerted them? Are we agreed in aſſerting 
them by a conſtant uniform Practice? Differ 
from —— in the Application! Then we are 
not agreed. For a full and deciſive anſwer to 
this, 1 refer the Reader to the Conference be- 
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tween Cerontim and Junius, 5. 29: (of which 
this is part. The Papiſts will tell you 
« they are as much for the Second Command- 
ment as Proteſtants, and differ only in the 
10 Application. They only give that Vorſhip 
4 to Saints and Angels which is due to God 


« only. Thus they agree with us in aſſert - 


« ing the Doctrine.) But how much ſoever we 


differ in the Applitation, ſuppoſe we are agreed 
with many in the verbal acknowledgment on- 


ly. of theſe Doctrines; what muſt we do as to 
thoſe that oppoſe them, and on Principle 


maintain the contraty Heretical 'Dottrines } 
muſt we join in Communion with them too; 
(as we muſt) and thereby become guilty thers: | 


of BY Contagion ? 
48. Fat then our Brethireti may be 


pleas' b remember, that this Application id 


only Temporary and Perſonal; and therefore 


likely to expire with the Perſoris concern d n 


in it. 
4. How likelyit i; +0 expire, Jet others judge: 


But however till it does, it ſeems, we are not 
agreed.” And who knows how far-a 
and general yielding, may hinder it from ex- 


preſent 


piring? If fo, who will beable to ſay, he has 
not contributed towards its continuance?ꝰ 


1 5. 10. The Doctrines themſelves are ſs. | 
cure inthe'Communion,” evert of our ured 1 


laries dene 
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e ice different from theſe Principles, is, in 


4. How does that appear ? „ Their Pra: 


c truth, the greateſt Temptation to them to 
c deſert Principles ſo irreconcilable with their 


c own Practices, ( P- 5 o.) And elſewhere he 
affirms, that they have deſerted them. Our 


cc Adver ſaries have deſerted our common Do- 


c &rines. They alſo, tho' the Criminals, 


ee have yet been the Aggreſſors in erecting Al. 


“e tars againſt thoſe Altars, which themſelves I 
-« alſo acknowledg'd in common with us. (D? 


- Letter to Dr Whitby, M. S.) 135 97 I; 


» 


C. p. 50. We may as eaſily join with thoſe 


| of our preſent Ad verſaries, who are ali eady of 
that mind in defence of our common Princi. 


ples, againſt thoſe of them who do in earneſt 
oppoſe them, as we do now among our. ſelves, 


in oppoſition to their whole Body. 


A. Me do join with them in that as much as a. 


ny do. But if he means join in Communion 


with them againſt the other; how can that 


* 


be? For if we join with the one, we muſt 


join with the other alſo, Who do in earneſt op- 
poſe our common Principles, they being both of 
the ſame Communion, and thereby are they 
not involy'd in the Contagion of their Hereſy, 
and in the Guilt of conniving at their Oppo- 


ion 


C. p. 50, 5 1. The Principles may be as ſe. 


cure as many other Principles are, which are 


4 


"and 


of Life, which prevail as univerſally as theſe 
unwarrantable Practices. 


AJ. What other Immoralities of Life univerſal: 


ly prevail? If an univerſal Practice oppoſe a- 


ny Principles, what Life is left in the Princi- 


ples; or what do they fignify* Beſides, is not 
Union with an «niverſal immoral Praclice to be. 
refus d, both to.diſcountenance it, and ro 


| preſer ve the Principles from being thereby o- 


verthrown? and that according to the Apo: 
ſtles Preſcription? (Cor. 5. II.) 
C. p. 51. The ſame Grace of God, which 


has reſtraind ſo many of them from the how ol o 


ing Contagion, may ſtop the further Progreſs 


of it, and may awaken the Conſciences of o - 


thers to return from whence they are fallen, 


munion, between Mr. D. and them who ne- 
ver deny d thoſe Doctrines, nor the Indepen - 


dency of the Church on Principle, no nor the 
Perſonal Rights of the privy d B. .ſhops neither 


on Principle? 


G 3 C. p. > 


as inconſiſtent with many other Immoralities 


A. Reſtrain d ſo many from the ſpreading Con- 
tagion! Are not then the former involy d in 
the ſpreading Contagion, and fallen from the a- 
fore faid cr in their Practice; and by 
their Example teach contrary Principles, and 
thereby deſtroy the true? Otherwiſe, how 
came there ever to be any Separation in Com- 
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0 f. 5 2. It is withal a ſafer Extreme (where 

Error cannot be avoided) to err in favour of 
Unity. 

A. "He here ſeems conſcious: to himſelf of 


Error; if he would have ſuffer d thoſe Di- 


Rates to prevail over the force of his Inclina- 
tions. Biſhop Saunderſon in his Lectures lays, 
there neyer can be a Neceſſity of ſinning or er- 
ring knowingly. And we may not do Evil 


that Good may come of it: nor follew a Mul. 
titude to do Evil. But why cannot Error be 


avoided ? Is it not avoided by a Separation 


from it, and adhering to Truth and Orthodox: 


Biſhops that maintain it? And indeed with- 


. . out doing fo, where would be perfect Unity 


without Diſcord: and Divifion even in the 
midſt of Devotion? So that herein alſo he is 
much miſtaken, for he would err in favour of 


_ Cloſer Diſcord, not of perfect Unity, which 


would not juſtify erring neither. 

e Is it not better, and more agreeable to the 
6 Principles of Reaſon and Rehgion, that the 
« Chriſtian Faith be kept whole and undefil'd, 
te than that an Heretical Biſhop [appointed De- 
fender of the Faith] © who makes it his buſi- 
« neſs to corrupt it, ſhould be own'd [by Ca- 
tholick Biſhops and Subjects] © to be the Re- 
preſentative of the Orthodox} © Head of the 
f Chriſttan Church, when his Hereſy is noto- 
f- rioue, an and! upon Trial, and by his own Con- 


at: *ceſhions | 


.” 
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6 n found to be ſo? (Gerontius, p. 77. | 
*Copartnerſhip with ſuch a Church, is ra- 
« ther a Conſpiracy nzainſt the Head, than 


© Communion of the. Body. (Preſervative a- 


gainſt Schiſm, p. 8.) A Biſhop that is truly an 
Heretick, is alſo truly a Schiſmatick ; becauſe 
not holding the Faith in Unity of Spirit, in the 
Bond of Peace, he is in Schiſm from the Unity 
of the Faith and the Spirit, and from the Or- 


thodox Epiſcopal College that maintains it in 
Unity of Spirit; and by his unrecanted Errors 


and wicked Practices, plainly ceaſes to be one 
of the Commanion of Saints, which in our Creed 
we profeſs to believe. 

C. p. 54. They cannot be We of. the 


Church of England by Principles, who own 


no Principles obliging them to her Commu- 


nion in Conſcience, if the Magiſtrate ſhould 2] | 


deſert her. 
4. Then it follows, that they muſt own ſack . 


Principles as thall oblige them to her Communion 


under Perſecution, . 3 particularly the Inde - 
jiendency of the Church, in order to be Members 
of her by Principles. © Such Obligations of 
* Conſcience were the Cement of the Apoſto- 
« lical and Primitive Church. (p. 55.) - _ 
C. p. 55, 56. It was the Senſe and Concern 

of the particular Members, when a Breach was 
made in the myſtical Body, that was a Token 
* a | Jiving Member of the myſtical Body. 

e 
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Without which, whoever has a Name to live, 
is notwithſtanding really dead; though he be 
of Iſtael, yet he is not Iſrael. And if he go 
out from us, it is taken for à Sign that he ne- 
ver was really of us. Such Suffrages therefore 
as theſe, being equivocal Members, can never 
be fairly taken for the Senſe of the Body, be 
they never ſo numerous. For none can be a 
Member of a voluntary Society, who does not 
own himſelf oblig'd to be ſubject to the Laws 
and Covernours of it, by which it is indeed 
incorporated into a Bode. 
A. Then an ananimons actual Reception by the 
ol ncluding Votes of ſuch, cannot legitimate the 
Succeſſion of Schiſmatical Biſhops after the death of 
the. injur d Biſhops, if. they are not Members 
themſelves of that Soczety, the myſtical Body, but 
are really dead, equivocal Members, uot Iſrael. 
C. p. 56. The Senſe therefore of the living 
Members of the Church , how few ſoever, 


vught, in reaſon, to be taken for the Senſe of 


the Body. | E 
Ai. Then thoſe few only ought to be follow- 
ed; ſince Truth is not ſubje& to a Majority, 
(eſpecially of equivocal Members; ) nor: can 


they oblige any not to follow it and thoſe that 


mainiain it. 


C. p. 58, 59. We may draw the Guilt of 


their Ap aſta y on our ſelves, (if we keep up 
ihe Sep retign unneceſſarily) by adding their 
% 
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bad been guilty of Schiſm, and of betraying the 
| Ghurch's Independency, and the Injury done her 
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Reſentments againſt us to the ſcandal of their 


preſent indongruous Practices. 
4. Are ſome of them guilty of Apaſtacy too, 


inſiſted on Caſe in Fact, p.104; 105? lf ſo, 
which would be the way of drawing, or not 
drawing the Guilt of their Apoſtacy on our ſelxes; 


by joining with them, or not joining with 


them; in joining, both by Contagion or 


Countenancing it; or by neither in not join- 
ing? And as to their Reſeutments, they are in- 


_ creas'd againſt thoſe that pretend to join them 


but by halves, by taking ſuch-pretended Uni- 
on for Hypocriſy; as ſome of them have cali'q 


it, even in the hearing ot ſome who lately 


rejoinꝰd them without Uniformity.; being not 


pleas d that they half deſert the Party and 


Cauſe they once eſpous d wholly , and will 
not now wholly: but only half eſpouſe theirs, 


| halting between both, and entirely of nei- 


ther. , . 
C. p. 59. We can pretend no Principles of 


Conſcience inconſiſtent with Reconciliation, 


A4. But if they had been guilty of Apoſtacy, 
and the Scandal of incongruons Practices; if they 


not repair'd by a Reſtitution of her Rights; if 
her Doctrine and Laws had been violated, and her 
Worſhip polluted, or they guil:y of condemn'd 


Hereſy, and thereby ſtaod Excommunicated 


Jp 


wor 
ho fakto by the Canons for both: In ſuch a 
Caſe, could we not have pretended Principle: 
of Conſcience inconfiſtent with Reconciliation, and 


| ſhould we not have had juſt cauſe to fear our 


being out of the Church's true Communian, 
by joining with them? Yet, in ſuch a Caſe, a 
| Reconciliation maintaining the Ghurch's Rights, 
Catholick Principles, and Purity 
would give the Conſcience full ſatisfaction, and 
cauſe of rejoycing. Qtherwiſe how could it 
do ſo? ſays he, © I have thought my ſelf 
„ oblig'd to hold Communion with Bifhops 


c not only depriy'd for no Crime but Duty, 


© nay, for maintaining the old Doctrines 


c the Church. (D's Letter to Dr. Whitby.) Is 
it not then a Principle of Conſcience to maintain 
the old Doctrines of the Church, by a Separati- 


on from thoſe that deſert them, and by holding 


Communion with thoſe that maintain them ? © 
C. p 60, This will oblige us, on our own 


Principles, not to neglect fo fair an opportu- 
nity of contributing our own Endeavours for 
recovering our dear. Brethren of the fallen 

Church. 5 4,3 0h 


4. Will they not then be recover'd from 
their Fall, upon the Death of the depriv'd Bi- 


' ſhops? We heartily deſire their Recovery, 
and wou'd heartily: endeavour it, as much as 


Mr. D. could, if it was in our Power; wiſh- 


ing nathing more than a Return to our ancient 
5 7. HS OI e 5 I, hs 8 : perfect 
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perfect Unity. But then this is what many 


them? 


with Catholick Unity and Un formity. And 
therefore he muſt alſo be miſtaken, P. 61, 62. 


| fence of theſe ancient Doctrines, by a Re-union 


union of Bodies only, with divided Minds; but 
a Re. union of Minds in Doctrine and Worſhip. 


by their thinking and acting as we and they 


e 


ſuſpect, and gives them freſh offence, that we 
would jo'nthem wirh a broken Union to draw 
off others) which they think not ſo open and 
plain dealing. So that Mr, D. is miſtaken in 
what he ſays, p.51, viz. | 

Who knows how far our Candor in Joſms. 
ing them on theſe Terms, may prevail my 


A. Juin them ! What with Contentioris 
and Oppoſition ? This. would be giving them 
cloſe battel, (too bold a treating our Superi- _ 
ours,) unleſs we could conform to their Pra- 
ctice in joining them; and muſt certainly be 
more offenſive to them, than modeſtly keep - 
ing at greater diſtance, (or freeing them from 
ſuch diſcording Subjecs;) till we can join them 


. 7 
"Undoubtedly we can do more, for a De- 
with our old Brethren, than by acting alone. 
A. I ſuppoſe he does not mean a local Re. 
And how ſhall this Re. anion be effected, by our 
thinking and acting the ſame as they do, or 


jointly _ S's ? Unleſs ofie fids does 
m—_ e 


wr” 
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this, there muſt continue the ſame Diviſion of 


] 


|. 
| 


Minds, and the ſame Difference in Opinion for 

and Practice; - and that ſo much the worſe, by. n 

how much the more cloſe than before. So wl 

that inſtead of doing more for Defence of theſe Ml 

ancient Dottrines, we ſhould make the Schiſm Ge 

| worſe than it was; a Schiſm even in the mi 
ſame Congregation and Houſe of Prayer. We ſer 

are no leſs deſiyous of cloſing and healing the on 

Schiſm, than Mr. D. was; but we deſire it M TL, 
may be done the true way, like a Would by till 
a true Cure, which muſt not be clos d and del 
* heal d before it be cur'd, leſt it grow the more nic 
| incurable. Nay, while the ſame Difference eve 
in Opinion and Practice continues, it cannot am 
be cur d by joining them, but the ſame Schiſm inf 
1 will of neceſſity ſo long continue, and like that ( 
| at Corinth, in the ſame Church. | tag 
C. p. 60. Tho the Number of ane even har 
| in Opinion, were greater than! believe it is; Ch 
yet their Majority cannot conclude the Body the 
| by the Rules of our Conſtitution 3 [nor-con- tak 
| ſequently legitimate the Succeſſion of Schiſmatt- dos 
| cal Biſhops] As Lapſers, from what was be- Ay 
| fore believ'd in common by us, they cannot C 
b be Judges but Criminals. And Criminals, the! 
; ha numerous ſoever, cannot be fairly taken Biſi 
for rep eſenting the Senſe of The Body, in and 

. thoſe very Particulars wherein their Diſſent is ' ples 

4; ſyffigient to make them Criminals dk Cat 


4 


i 


« 1%) 

4 If Lapfirs cannot be Fud er, nor their Mt}: 
Jjority conclude the Body by the Rules of our Conſti- 
, tution ;.then thoſe Biſhops only that laps d not, 
whereſoever in the Catholick Church, can 
conclude the Body, and alone are the Judges and 
Governours of the Church, from whom we 
muſt by no means depart. And we may ob- 
ſerve,  Lapſers in Practice were ever look d up- 
on to be fallen from the Church, no leſs than 
Lapſers in Opinion, and treated as ſeverely, 
till their Recantation; (as the Traditors that 
deliver d up the Bible, and thoſe that Commu- 
nicated with Schiſmaticks or Hereticks, what- 
ever their private Opinion was ;) for Ex. 
ample teaches no leſs than Precepes and often 
influences more. 

C. p. 61. And we have this farihes "why 
tage againſt them in this Cauſe, that they 
have not more deſerted the Doctrines of our 
Churches, in thoſe particulars, than thoſe of 
the Primitive pour Bog which ought to be 
_— for the Standard of all modern _ 

n 
A. If they 3 deſerted the Dodtrines * our 
Gamer, we of the Primitive Charch-; where 
then remains Catholick Unity; who are the 
Biſhops that are the Standardi of Orthodoxy 3 
and that conſequently can alone be the Princi: 

ples of Unity to the Orthodox A AT. of the. | 
Cen Church ? | | 
12 Cc Pr 62, 63, 
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1 625 63. Theſe [Paſſive Obedience and 


Non-Refiftance) are Doctrines indeed of great 


Importance. But there is another, that-is fun- 
+ damental to the very Being of a Church, as it 


is a Spiritual Society and a Communion, that 
is alſo concern'd in our preſent dividing Diſ- 
putes. That is, the Doctrine of the Indepen- 
dency of the Church on the State, aſſerted by 
our not owning the Validity of the Lay-Depri- 

: vations of our Holy Fathers. This I have 

. » proved a Fundamental ſo underſtood. Nor 
is any thing, that I know of, been ever an- 
ſwer'd to thoſe Proofs by our Adverſaries. 
Here therefore the intermed{ing of Foreignets, 


and the revolting of domeftick Subject to them, 
would be more defenſible, if indeed this Ca- 


tholick Fundamental Doctrine could not be o- 
therwiſe maintain d than by continuing tlie 
Separation by the help of Foreign Bifhops. 

A. Here he owns that this Catholick Funda- 
mental Doctrine of the Independency of the Church 
on the State, aſſerted by our it owngng he Vals- 
dity of the Lay.Deprivations of our late Holy Fa. 
thers, is fundamental to the wery 
Church as @ Society; and muſt neceſlar:ly be 
maintain'd. 2dly. It ſeems, if the Seate fliould 
ever invade this Jy endency of the Ghurch, and 
ali the Biſhops in 


and not oppoſe it; * intermedling of foreign 


b act and the revolting f domeſtick — 


— 


Bein 5 the 


gland ſhould yield to it, 
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to them, would be defenſible and juſtifiable; you | 
their Duty, in order ta maintain the Fi | 
of Chriſi Church, by continu- 


tal Independency 


the Separation by the help of fores gu Biſhops. 
40 2 57: Bar God has Tore ght that 


out of our preſent Evils, that the Rite of | 
the Church have never been better under- 


ſtood, - nor more univerſally receiv'd, than 


ſince the Violation of them. 


A. Aniverſally receiv d Do they ** difown 


any Spiritual Right from the Inveſtiture of the 
State, and ſeek it legally from the Church fromm 
her Catholick Biſhops? For if Biſhops Inveſt 

any one into a full See, they do it commonly b 


the Authority of the State, not of the Church, 


which then they have not, to do that. But wien 
they do ſo, they make themſelves Tenants ab wil! 
to the Lay Power, and thereby betray the Rites 


of the Church: They divide the Unity of their 


own Epiſcopal College, and with it, that of the 
Church; and thereby ſtill continue in Schiſm. 


if they will not advance one Step towards ma- 


king up the Breach, by reſtoring the Church's | 


Rites, and returning to Catholick Unity. 


According to the Concordats between the 
Church and State, the Civil Sovereign has 
from the College of Biſhops the Right of No- 


mination; but the College alone Ns fill the 


Right- (not only of Conſecration but alſo) of 
. a vip with this Spiritual Autho- 
| „ 
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_- rity over a Diſtrict. If then the Civil Sove. . 
reign (when there is no Schiſm) ſhould pre- 
tend to Inveſt an Arian or Socinian Biſhop , 
with Authority over the yacant See of Dar- 
ham, without the Conſent of the College of 
_ Biſhops 3 that Biſhop has no Spiritual. Autho- 
rity in hat See; but is divided from the Uni. 
ty and Authority of the Epiſcopal College; 
and in Schiſm from the Church, by ſetting up 
an Altar oppoſite to them. And ſo long he 
continues in Schiſm from the Church, and 
without any Authority in her; till he ſubmits 
to receive it from the College of Biſhops, who 
alone can give it with reſpect to Spirituals. 
Hence it is plain, an Intruder inveſted only by 
the Civil Sovereign's Authority, can have no 
more Spiritual Right upon the Death of his 
Ri val, than he had before; till he has it legal - 
ly deriv'd to him from the joint Conſent of 
the Catholick College: till then, whoever 
owns' his Spiritual Right by Communion . 
with him, is guilty. of Schifm;-by Contagion, 
from the Church's juſt Authority and Right 
lodg d in the Orthodox College of Biſhops. If 
ä therefore there was a Schiſm from the Church 
before the Incumbent's Death, becauſe he re- 
ceiv'd not her legal Authority, but uſurp'd it; 


there muſt be the ſame ſtill; unleſs he has ſince 


acquir'd the Church's Authority from tlie joint 
Conſent of-the 6 n une 
| Thus 


6 wah - | 

Thus was Ane five. Years in Conftantinn: 
bt after St. Chryſoftom's Death, without the 
Church's legal Authority from the College of 
Biſhops : during which time the Foaunite Sub- 
jects of that See on d no Authority in him over 
them, but only that of the College of Biſhops, 
who were then their immediate Principle, ot 
Unity, till-the College deriv d their Auchori- 
ty to lim by their general Conſent : which 
they had refus d, not for any Heretical Prin. 
ciple, But for a Defect. in Practice, the got put. 
ting St. Ghryſo tom Name in the Diptycks; or „ Or 
if you pleale, for not owning the Invalidity 
of his Authority by Schiſmatical Inveſtiture; 
and deriving it from their Conſent, after the 
See was fairly vacant, and t became their 
Right to ſupply it: which being the Right of 
the Church pe with them, they durſt 
not ſuffer any other Inveſtiture to ſupplanr; 
and be a Preſident and Encourag gement for the 
like Injuries to her: 

C. p. 20, 71. All theſe Shifts [of our Fo 
verfaries] are purpoſely to avoid the aſcribing 
the Deprivation of our Holy Fathers to a Lay- 
Power. From. whence it appears, how. uni | 
verſally our Principle of the Independency. of 
the Spiritual Function on Lr Aporiir has 
prexaild. i ei ien aentios 
A. Were they Fhifts to avoid, af Ages 
mente * abs _ ; 25 


(14) 

« The only Principle on which they can pretend 

ce that their Rival Biſhops have loſt their Right, 

« as to Conſcience, muſt be the Power that 
even the Lay-Magiſtrate has to deprive Bi. 
« ſhops, even with regard toConſcience? 
“They have no Eccleſiaſtical Judicatory, juſt 

« or unjuſt, that they can ſo much as pretend 
« in this Caſe. (Vind. Depr. Bps. p. 30.) And 
certainly their univerſal Practice ſufhctently 
ſhews how far the Independency has prevail'd 

or not; and how many refus'd to join in Com- 
munion With thoſe-that invaded it, and de- 
fended that Invaſion on Principle. Some 
* pretend their [the depriv'd Biſhops] Cha- 
« racer was untouch'd; as if that would ex- 

c cuſe their Prtice in joining in the Schiſm, 
from any Concern for defending the Lay- 
e encroachment on Spirituals. (Caſe in View ; 
6e p. 65.) © Their being Biſhops ſuppoſes ſucli 
« Doctrines, as make it impoſſible for the 

e Church to ſubſiſt as a Spiritual Society, 
whenever the State is pleas d to perſecute it 
(D's Vind. Depr. Bps. p. 29.) And in his Let- 
ter to the Biſhop of Sarum, „ muſt deal 
« plainly with you, that you may not interpret 

*« my Communion with you, as am Argument 
« that I do believe you, and ſome others of 
« your Brethren not guilty of the Charge of 

«© Hereſy, now inſiſted on by ſome of ttiy late 
« Brethren as a juſtifiable Cauſe for * 
rt | e thei 


| ( 115) Wing 
« their Separation from you, and thoſe of your 
« Brethren; who are concern'd in this matter: 


[Yer at the ſame time he voluntarily becomes 


guilty thereof by Contagion in Communion, 
and alſo owns. it a juſtifiable Cauſe not to do 
ſo.] „ Your Deſertion of the Churcbh's Do- 
« &rine-of Non Reſiſtance has formerly been 
judg'd by your ſelf Heretical, and your Do- 
« ctrines concerning the Church's Dependance 
« on the State, are fundamentally deſtructive 

c of all thoſe Principles on which the Primitive _ 

Church ſubſiſted as a diſtinct Society in the 
« midſt of the ſevereſt Per ſecutions. Nor can 

deny, but that Hereſy maihtain'd and un- 
« repented of, juſtly deſerves the Sentence of 
* Excommunicat ion. . Deſerves it! Y Es, and 
he might have conſider d, that the Law (made 
by the Synod) denounces it too againſt evety 
really guilty Perſon. As a Pariſhionek is ex- 
communicated before the Vicar reads it in the 
Church; ſo a guilty Biſhop may be. excom- 
municated, in ſome ſenſe, by the po fatto 
Sentence of the Synodical Law; before the 
Judge does publiſh its Sentence; he is certain- 
ly condemr'd by the Legiſlators, the Suprefne 
Authority. What Superſtition is it then to in- 
ſilt on the publiſhing by a judge, to the ſub- 
verſion of the Law it ſe'f; unleſs it was un- 
certain whether the Perſon bs guflty? tor 
wich reuſon alone the Law requii'd the De. 
._. a n clardtioh 
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claration of a Judge, to preſerve the Innocent 
But when any Biſhops are notoriouſſy guilty 
of Hereſy, and Heretical Deſertion of the Ghurch'; 
Doctrine, and are moſt manifeſtly ſo to all 
Men; if the Sentence of the Law is not pro- 
nounc'd by a. Judge againſt their Perſons; 
they having aſſented to their Law, and the Ho. 
ly Scripture, that condemn guilty Hereticks, 
are they not ſelf-condemn'd by their own 
Laus, and have cut themſelves off from the Com. 
munion of the Church by their own Act? as he 
elſewhere affirms. A Man that is an Heretick, 
after the firſt and ſecond Admonition, reject: 
knowing that he that is ſuch, is ſubverted, 
and ſinneth, being condemned of himſelf. [as 
hence appears may be, without a judicial In- 
quiſition and Sentence to find and judge him 
guilty.] Tit. 3. 10, 11. Are not then all Catho- 
lick Biſhops (and by conſequence with them 
all Catholick Suhjects) oblig d by this Precept 
do reject and refaſe him their Communion? 
And are not ſuch Biſhops hereby excluded 
from Catholick Communion, without the 
formal Sentence of Excommunication. And 
that very juſtly, if they had been guilty (ac- 
cording to his Charge (of ſuch Doctyines con- 
cerning the Churchis Dependance on the State, as 
are fundamentally deſtructive of all thoſe Princi- 
ples on which the Primitive Church ſubfiſted as a 
_ diftin&# Society in the midſt of the ſevereſt Perſe- 
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trary principle 6k 


C. p. 71. Let I am withal aware that theſe | 
Subterfuges are ſufficient far renewing the like 
practices of Lay-Deprivations, and of eiecting 
oppoſite Altars, as often as the Lay-Power 
pleaſes. If, even they, be allow ſufficient 
to excuſe the preſent Schiſm, and to pals into 
precedents for future Ages. And, if fo, it will 
be of the ſame importance, for the publick 
good of the Church, to enter our Prateſtati- 
ons, againſt theſe Arts of defending the pre- 
ſent Schiſm conſiſtently with the Doctrine of 
Independency, as againſt the Doctrine of that 
ſmaller Number of them, who directly defend 
the Right of the Secular. Authority over that 
which-is purely Spiritual. For it turns to the 


cugions ? By which Charge does it not appear, 
that himſelf thought our Principle of the Inde- 
pendency bay not prevail d, but rather the con- 


ſame account of Miſchief, on whether of theſe 


two ſorts of Principles, our preſent Practices 
may turn into Precedents for future Sehlem x 


in defence of Laical Encroachments. 


A. If theſe Subterfuges are ſufficieut fur renem- 
ing the like Practices of Lay-Deprivations, and 


of eretting. oppoſite Altars, 'as often as the Lay. 
Power pleaſes 3 are they not Principles againſt 


the Independency How then has the Doctrine 

y univerſally prevail d? eſpecially. 

luce it PO 5 70 "ow Jan account of Miſchief, on 
H whether : 
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whether of theſe two ſorts of Principles, our pre. 
ſent Practices may turn into Precedents for future 

 Schiþms, in defence of Laical Encroachments. So 

that himſelf owns, *tis neceſſary to enter our 

Prateſtations at leaſt againſt them. Yet who 

has done even that? Bur entring our. Prote- 

ſtations only, before the depriv'd Fathers were 

deceas'd, was not thaught ſufficient by Mr. D. 

to ſecure us from the Contagion and Gullt of 

the Injury done the depriv'd Biſhops; without 

a Separation from that Communion z and is 

it alone now thought ſufficient to free us from 

the Contagion and Guilt of ſuch Injurythereby 
dlone the Church, (till Reſtitution) as himſelf 
owns may eydanger her very Being under à Lay- 

enemy? an 8 

C. p. 72,73. Why then, may ſome ſay, 

u ill not our Concern againſt theſe Defences 

of the preſent Schiſm, oblige us fill to conti- 

nuę our oppoſite Communion, for the main- 
tenancę of Catholick Unity in oppoſition to 
thoſe applicatory Principles to preſent Caſes, 
which will as effectually authorize future 

Schiſms, as if the Sacred Power was made im- 

mediately ſub'et to the Civil Magiſtrate > 

[very true.) Theſe applicatory Principles, 

for excuſing the preſent Caſe from the imput a- 

tion of Eaical Encroachment, will indeed put 

It in the Power of the Lay Magiſtratę, to renew 

his Invaſion as often as himſelf pleaſes. | 

* Ws, | they 
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they will ſtill ſerve to excuſe the Dioceſan 


dub ects in withdrawing their Obedience from 
their Biſhop, [Inyeſted- with the Authority of 


the whole College in that Dioceſe,) if they be 


allow'd/ as ſufficient to excuſe them now. 


[So-far right. But they are not ſo likely to 
turn into conſtant Principles for making and 
abetting Schiſms, as if the Dependance of the 


Sacred on the Lay- Power had been defended 


inexpreſs Terms. 


* 


A. Nt fo likely to turn into conſtant Princs- 


ples ! What then, if they will lee aut ho- 


rize future Schiſms, and put it in the Power of 
the Lay Magiſtrate to renew hit Invaſton as often 


as himſelf pleaſe ? 1s not that enough? Be- 


ſides, has not the Dependance of the Sacred on 
the Lay Power (with reſpett to Diſtrit-Right) 
been defended in expreſs Terms by ſome, and op- 
pos'd by none? As he elſewhere owns. © St: 
« Auguſtine obſerves, that Schiſms generally 

I in Hereſy: that is the natural Conſe- 
e quence of defending it, as our Adverſaries 
« do by Principles. (Y;nd. Depr. Bps. p. 240 


Nay, ſuppoſe, ſome not to defend it;“ Their 


good will to the Church, {will avail no- 
thing, if they] © favour Evaſions, which 


will make their well meant Doctrine of the. 


« Church's Independency in general inſuffici- 
© ent to ꝑreſerve it againſt a perſecuting State, 
< whenever that State ſhall endeavour to ruin 
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& that Church for which they. own themſelves 
« to have a real Zeal. (Caſe in View, p. 78. 
But laſtly, why are not thoſe applicatory Princi- 
tes as hikely.to make more Schiſins as this, un. 
eſs they were renounc'd now? And till t 
are, why will not our Concern againſ} them oblige 
ws ſtill to continue the maintenance of Catholicł 
Hnity in the one Catholick Communzon, tho it 
be oppeſ#eto all other? | 
C. 2 74, 75, , 76, 77. Qur Adverſaries Zeal 
in maintaining the Independency, will confi- 
derably contribute err to them the 
Errors of their preſent Defences; when they 
ſhall ſedately conſider, how little the ſlertion 
of the general Doctrine of Independency can 
avail for ſecuring the Church's Peace againſt 
future Schiſms, if ſuch excuſes as theſe may 
be allow d, for gratifying a perſecuting Prince 
in withdrawing their Obedience from their 
Biſhop, Fand the whole Epiſcopal College by 
whoſe Authority he acts in his Diocęſe, ] which 
will ſerve in all like Caſes of Laical·Encroach- 
ments, as well as they can be pretended to do 
now. No perſecuting Power whatſoever can 
for the future even. reach the Epiſcopal Chara- 
cer, nor hinder that Right which our Adver- 
faries allow 6ur preſent Fathers in the Catho- 
lick Church, notwithſtanding their Deprivati- 
on. Nor need they ever deſire it, if their Act 
May algne _ for depriving Biſhops of any 
| Diſtrick 


: 8 
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Dilric in their Dominions, and abſolving all 
the Subjects of ſuch Diſtricts from their Buty 
to their Biſnops in the ſame Dominions. That 
is alone ſufficient to diſſolve the Churches in 
their own Dominions, if they diſſolve all 
Spiritual Government within them, by depri- 
ving all the rightful Biſhops in them, [of the 
Subjects Obedience] By this Principle they 
can deprive, and make the Sees vacant and 
deſtitute of Government. And they may as 
well keep, as make them vacant, if theſe 
Reaſonings be admitted. Which muſt dif. 
ſolve all the Churches in ſuch Dominions, as 
Churches are Societies, if no Subjects in thoſe 
Dominions, be oblig'd to pay any Duty to 
their Eccleſiaſtical Superiors. Theſe applica- 
tory Principles, if they may be reckon'd on, 
can never fail of ruining the National Church, 
whenever it ſhall be perſecuted by the entire 
Legiſlative Power ofa the Nation. [Ts this a 
Proof of their Zeal for the Independency? ] The 
Inconſiſtency of theſe two ſorts of Princi ples, 
one deſtroying the Security given by the other. 
may very probably hinder their preſent Pra- 
_ Rices from paſling into a Precedent, - as being 
Contradictions. | And when they ſhall review 
it, we have more reaſon to hope that they 
will abide by the Doctrine of Independency. - 
A. Then i it ſeems at laſt the Doctrine of the 


8 las not ſo far prevail d, as to give 
x 


6122) 
ur hopes they will abide ly it, till they ſball have 
reviem d the Inconſiſteney of theſe applicatory 
Principles which are directly againſt the Indepen- 
dency, When they do abide by the Doctrine of 
Independency in Principle and Practice, they 
will ſo far be free from Schiſm fromt he Church: 
and if they would da ſo now, we ſhoud have more 
reaſon to hope, that they would do the ſame again. 
But if the Inconſiſtency of theſe two ſorta of Princi- 
ples do not hinder their preſent Praclice, hom will 
it binder it from paſſing into a Precedent, that the 
like may not ——— again? Aud ſhould — 
indeed not hinder it from paſſing into'a Precedent, 
how finely has Mr. D. provided for the Security 
of the Independency, that fundamental Doctrine 
of all other Catholick Doftrines? How can it be ſe- 
cur'd againſt thoſe applicatory Principles, but 
by the Defence of ſame Biſhops or Biſhop re- 
fuſing to join in the Contagion of thoſe Princs- 
ples by Communion with them? Which 
would be a Precedent counterballancing the 
Precedent of their preſent Practices, as the only 
Expedient to hinder them from becoming ſo. 
C. p. 79. Proteſtation is the uttermoſt Se- 
curity that can be gain'd for an oppreſſed Cauſe 
by ſo ſmall a Party as we are. | | 
A. Did the Catholicks (when a ſmall Party) wi 
think ſo under an Arian Biſhop, tho' other- ef 
wiſe a rightful Poſſeſſor; or under a Novatian ſo! 
| or Donatiſt Biſhop when alone in n. 2 pr 
nt COBRA | 33 Fr Bf No, 


te 


No, * always kept to Catholick Unity and 
Communion, and did not follow that of the 
Incumbent. They never thought that the Pro- 


teſtation of a few Subjects, unleſs ſome op 
eſpous d their Cauſe in a viſible and publ 


Separation from ſuch Communion, was the 


vttermoſtSecurity that could be gain d by ad- 


hering to a foreign Catholick Biſhop that would 


ſo eſpouſe it, and preſcrve the true Epiſcopal 
Succeſſion from being loſt by any Lay. En- 


croachments or Attempts. © For otherwiſe, 


notwithſtanding ſuch Proteſtation, according 
to his own Principles, a Church may be ruined: 
bur by keeping ſtedfaſt to the old 10 Catholick 
nion it cannot; there will ſtill be a 
true Church. But in caſe all ſhould deſert that 
Communion; if the Vulgar may (as they are 
apt to) judge of Men's Principles by their Pra- 


_ Rice ; where would be the viſible Church that 


defends the Primitive Doctrines of the Inde 


22 Paſſive Obedience, Non-Reſiſtance, — "7 


ck Unity Let whilſt the old Commu- 


nion continues, is there not a viſible Church 


that does do it in perfect r both 
in Doctrine and Worthip? © 

The Church of England was never tainted 
with Piſloyalty in Principles or Practice, 
eſpecially ſince the Reformation. And tho* 
ſome (in the Reign of King Charles I.) that 


pretended to be her Members, were guilty 


thereof; 


— 


8: 
thereof; yet there ſtill remain'd a Church as a 
Society that was not, and diſown'd them. But 
if all the Heads ſhould become infected there- 
with, and all the Subjects own them for their 
Principles of Unity, and join in Communion 
' with them; that noble Character would be loſt 
in our Church. And tho ſome Members might 
not be actually guilty, only by Contagion; 


yet without a Separation, in ſuch a caſe, it 
could be no longer ſaid, there is left a Church 
in England not tainted with Diſloyalty ; and 


whocould ſay, he was not a Member ofa guilty 
. Church? Yet in ſuch Caſe, by a Separation un- 


der ſome Orthodox Biſhop (and thereby only) 


ſhe would ſtill be preſervꝰd untaimted, how ſmall 
ſoever ſhe may be; and her Members might ſtill 
boaſt of the unſhaken Loyalty of their Church. 
C. p. 79. I am ſure we can do more for reco- 


vering it Can oppreſs d Cauſe] by adding our 
ſelves to the greater numbers of our Adverſa- 


ries, than by being confin'd to pur own ; and 


more yet by winning, than by provoking 


them. | 
A. Do more for it by a ding our ſelves to our 


Adverſaries who are againſt it, how can that be? 


Going over to a ſteady Adverſary in order to 


overcome him, I doubt, is neither wiſely nor 


bravely defending a Cauſe; nor did the Primi- 


tive Chriſtians ever ſo defend Chriſtianity. We 
da not defire to grovhe them by any. meatis wg 


(125 * 1 
can avoid, unleſs we will give up our Cauſe 
in all Appearances we rather think we ſhould 
provoke them by preſuming, contrary to their 
Order, to join them by a broken, disjointed 
Re union; unleſs we could agree \with them 
in Opinion and Practice, and not have a Divi- 
ſion in the midſt of Devotion, where the 
Church requires Unity and Uniformity in all 
her Service. We cannot think this would be 
the way to win them, and recover our Cauſe; but 
the more to provoke them, by how much the 
nearer we approach to front them, even to 
their Faces in their Congregations, by oppoſite 
Actions condemning theirs, at the rey ſams 
place and time they are acting. 

C. p.79. This I take to be our true Duty, 
as dur Duty is to be deter mind by Principles, 
from whence the certaineſt Rules may be ex- 
pected for Deciſions of this nature: | 

A. I cannot imagine how he came to take ; 
it ſo. Is not this the certaineſt Principle. and 
Rule of our Duty, to keep cloſe to the Unity of 
the Catholick Church in Doctrine and Wor- 
ſhip, and thereby keep within her Communi- 
on, tho' others, whoſoever they. be, ſhould 
not? 

C. p. 79. The Reaſoning from Facts, with- 
out regard to e is very uncertain and 
litigious. it IÞ+ 

4 Yet we may in ſome Caſesi incyr nd leſs 

9” 9 | * 


(126) 
penalty for dur Union with thoſe that are ouil. 


ty. of — illegal Facts, than with thoſe — 


ty of uncanonical Opinions. 

If we join with one guilty of Schiſm in 
practice, tho he denies the Principle, yet we 
1 be guilty of Schiſm by Communion with 


G p: 80. vet, the that Topick had been 


admitted of Reaſoning from 3 aQually | 


app rov'd by the Church, as preſi uming that 
y would not have approv'd them, unleſs 
| th Ka known them, to be perfectly confor- 
mable to their Principles: I cannot think it 
juſtifiable to keep up a Separation (where no 
fundamental Doctrine is concern d) by recourſe 


to Foreigners. 
4. Are not the Ind of the Church, 
Paſſroe Obedience and Non 1 we, Fundamen- 


al Doftrines, as himſelf has often affirm'd ; 
and tlie . Independency, Furidamental-in a 
« higher Senſe, as Fundamental to other Fun- 
« damentals? (D. Vind. Depr. Bps. p. 31.) 
Again, „ , Your defending your Schiſm by 
« Principles will ſo fundamentally ſubvert the 
“ Church, as a Society, that it muſt be as fun- 
« damental.an Error as the denying any one 
60 Article of our common Faith would be, and 
te as properly Heretical. (Mr. D's. Letter to 
Dr. Still. MS.) Is there then no Fundeinental 


* eyntern d even in his 6wn a4; * 
* I: 


SS Tres. 


* 
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C. p. 8 r. We have abjur'd out Dependance 

on any foreign Prelate whatſoever. 
A. Yet a little above, in his 63 Page he ſays, 

the revolting of domeſiick Subjetts to foreign Bi. 

ſhops, and continuing the Separation by the Helg 


of foreign Biſhops, ir defenſible in ſome Caſes. 


But ſuppoſe the Succeſſion of our Biſhops in 
England had been extinct, as it was pretty 
near it before the Reſtoration of K. Charles; or 
that all the Biſhops, to gratify K. James, had 
deſerted the Communion of the Church, and 
turn'd Roman Catholicks; might not (nay, 
oughtnot) the foreign Catholick Biſhops have 
taken care of the Proteſtant Catholick Subjects, 
and ordain'd new Biſhops over them? I hope 
we have not ſo 4bjur'd foreign Biſhops; in ſuck 
a Caſe, as to abjure our (elves from the Catho- 
lick Church diffuſive, from all foreign Oftho- 


dox Eplſcopacy, in which being but One; 


they and our Orthodox Catholitk Biſhops are 


united. If we had no Biſhops here, we can 


claim a Right to the Communion of the Ca- 


tholick Church, and a Right to the Patronage 


of her Biſhops over us. * 
C. p S2. Nor can 1 find that the Catholick 


Church ever doubted of the Right of a ſingle 


Perſon in a vacant'See, after the Death of an 

injured Predeteſſoor. 

I. No? Did not the Catholicks ever Aube of 

t, in the Donariſt and Novariati Sehilhns, &. 
— 8 
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when they were alone in Poſſeſſion? And did 


. notwithſtanding ordain Catholick Biſhops into 
their Sees, or, at leaſt; keep the Succeſſion 


and Poſſeſſion of the Spirituals thereof in their 


. own Power, till they were reconciłd and re- 


admitted to the Communion of the Church; 
and the valid Authority of the Catholick Col. 


lege of Biſhops deriv'd to them, as himſelf 
_ owns was done in Conſtantinople, (Caſe in Fatt 


p- 31, $29 The Catholick Title was conti- 
« nued for ſome Generations in Conſtantinople, 
ce as well in oppoſition to the Schiſmatical Mo. 


. watians, as the Heretical Arians, (Id. Inde. 


pen. of Clergy, p,65.) 


CG, p.82. Nor farther, that they ever made 


a ſcrupulous Retroſpection in the validity of 


the Acts bf injurious Predeceſſors (whilſt the 


rigfitful Proprietors were living's and the 
Schiſm yet depending) after the injurious Poſ- 
ſeſſors were alone poſſeſs'd, without any Rival, 
who could pretend a better Claim. | 
A., This is as wrong as the other, the quite 
contrary being true; as himſelf owns in the 
Caſe of Arſenins and Miphon of Gyzicas, (Lind 
40 not the Catholicks 
always look on their Acts in Schiſm as illegal 
and imperfect, yes and altogether invalid as to 
the true Communion, which they were out 


of; till the Church receiv'd them into it, and 


confiren their invalid Ac by che Anehoriry 
rey _ ps > | 9 


() 


6f the Catholick Church, and thereby pro: 


cur'd them a Ratification in Heaven. And 
this muſt be done with 2 Retroſprctius on the In- 
validity of their Acts; otherwite why did they 
inſiſt on ſuch Confirmation as neceflary* 5 


that they were not without any Rival, who contd 


pretend à better Claim than they, till their 
Reception and Confirmation by the Catholick 
C. p. 84, $5. The Joannites in the Faſt had 


many Biſhops of their party, who would none 


of them communicate with thoſe who, were: 
ſubſtituted in St. Ghrgſoſtom's Throne of Con. 
flantinople. But the Weſt were unanimous ini 
aſſerting his Right. Yet they never offer d 
to fill His Place after Death, which was in the. 
Year 407, tho his Name was not reſtor d Into. 
the Diptycks by Atticus till the Year: 4122 
A. Nor did they own Atticut for a valid Bi- 
ſhop; much leſs Biſhop of Conſtantinople; du- 
ring that time. They did not fill his place, 
as they uſed to do in ſuch a Caſe in the 
Mvatian and Donatiſt Schiſms, as Mr. D. 
very well knew, but waited his Repefitance; 
becauſe Attfens was otherwiſe Orthodox, and 
2 good Man, and not of. the Party of the Do- 
vatifts. Vet they would not own him a Bi. 
ſhop of the Cacholick Church, nor admit 
him to her Communion ; till he had reſtor'd _ 
St. Se Name ae Hl; BUR, 
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Wl! of Conſtantinople , and thereby own'd him 2 
un rightful Biſhop to his Death; and conſe.  V 
1 quently that he receiv'd no Right from the I & 
'Þþ Schiſmatical Inveſtiture, nor by Poſſeſſion of tt 
i tlie Throne; but that it was in the Power ti. 
alone of the Catholick unſchiſmatical Biſhops 


W. to derive it to him; the See being devolv'd to 
ul! them at the Vacancy by St. Ghryfoftom's Death, I he 
and for five Years kept in their * as to . Fi 


of 8 14 
4 | . p.85. And when that Honour was done th 
5 to his e they were immediately recon- i © 
_ cil'd to the Communion of Atticus, without 9! 
| any ſcruple of his Orders receiv'd in theSchiſm; MY it 
or any Retroſpection into his Acts, or the ſe 
Acts of his Predeceſſor Arſacius whilſt the © ,. 
Schiſm was yet depending. 14 
A. They were never recoutil'd to ohe e 
nion of Attiens, but he reconcil'd and admitted 
into theirs, with Allowance of the valid Epil- 
copal Authority then from them. 2dly, They 
did not deny him to have received thẽ invalid 
{08 external Form of Orders capable of being rati- 
iff fied with their Authority by their Conſent; 
Wh. yet they deny'd him to have received the 1n- 
ternal valid Power, or to have any Epiſcopal 
Right in the Catholick e Pong til} he 
was re. admitted into it; and allow'd that 
Power by the Church; or that he could have 
any -DifiriQ Authority in Spirituals, till he a 
ceivel! 
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„ 
czived it from them by their Conſent by 
whoſe , ungnimpus Conſent þ;s 45 alſo. in 
Bae were legitimated and confirm'd, and 
thereby alone obtain'd the celeſtial Ratifica- 
tion. I! 
C p:85, 86, But when the Breach was this 
made up, the poſtnate Confirmation (of what 
had formerly — tranſacted by the Schiſma: 
by the Conſent of thoſe who had 
been formerly divided Cone to receive tlie a- 


ther to give, ]. was thought ſuſſicient to oblige | 


God to,ratify in Heaven what they were agreed 
on in Earth, after they were ſo agreed, 7 555 
it had not ſo oblig d him originally before the 
ſeveral Parties were indeed 416 agreed. ._,.._. 

4. Hence it is plain by his Conceſſion, that 
Atticus obtain'd the cele!iial Ratification of the 
Epiſcopal Power, and alſo the Diftri& Autho- 
rity 5 by the Paſtnate Confirmation by the Con- 
ſoap of the Catholick Biſhops, and net f 
tho he was alone without a ſingle Riva 


ſay, by the Conſent of the Catholick Biſhops. 


only: for what could the Conſent of, the 


Schiſmaticks, who therefore had nd Authority 


in the Church, add-to the Confirmation or 
Derivation of Authority to theniſelyes > Only 
their Submiſſion to, Agreement with, the 
Catholick Biſhops, made them capable of theic 
R or Tee Confirmation. 
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C. p. 86, 87. So in the Year before, 411. 
in the Collation of Carthage, C. 16. The Ca- 
tholicks make a Propoſal to the Denatiſt Schif- 
matical Biſhops, either to govern in common 
with them their ſeparate Flocks, ſo that the 
whole Bodies might unite under the Survivers; 
or for both the oppoſite Claimers to reſign, 
and make way for a third to unite them. 
Plainly thereby implying, that they did not 
think themſelves oblig'd to continue the divi- 
ded Succeſſion, when they might have an uni. 
ted Communion under a ſingle Poſſeſſor, Or- 
thodox in the Faith, 5 renouncing Schiſm 
too; or under two Poſſeſſors, if ſo agreed; ag 
the See of Antzoch under Meletius and Paulinus 
by Agreement, and the Surviver then made 
Süccellor ! in Reverſion to the other's Part, for 
all to unite under at laſt; Juſt as the Catholicks 
propoſed here.] 

A. But then this Propoſal was on conditi- 
on that the Donatiſts would renounce their 
Schiſm and Nullity of their Succeſſion, and 
come over to the Catholicks, and derive their 
Succeſſion from them: Otherwiſe they thought 
themſelves oblig'd to continue the divided 
Succeſſion (as he calls it) as plainly they did, 
upon the Refuſal of their Offer, .in defence 
of the rightful Succeſſion; the Conveyance 
whereof being lodg d in them alone. Whete- 
fore to call it a divided Succeſſion, as if the 

Schi ſma⸗ 
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2 ſmatical Nulliy could be calld a Succeſſion, 
cems ſtrange.) However this Propoſal ſhews 


that the Catholick Biſhops could give them Au- 


thority, not only preſent, but alſo in Reverſion 
over their own Poſſeſſions, in Caſe they ſurviv'd 
them. How then could Mr. D. elſewhere ſay, 
(contrary to his own frequent Aſſertions) that 


the Catholick College of Biſhops could not 


make their Succeſſors, if Schiſmatical Dona- 
tiſte or Novatians were in Poſſeſſion only of 
the Epiſcopal Thrones? If Sphiſmaticks are 
nulli, as he has more than once aflerted, could 
they not make Biſhops where there are none? 


and that to continue the Catholick Succeſſion, 
and preſerve the Epiſcopal Power from being: 


loſt in a Nation for want of the true Church's 
Authority deriv'd (and reſtor'd) to procure the 
celeſtial Ratification and Re-union with the 
archetypal Church? . 

C. p. 87. Implying withal, that they did not 
ſeruple the ill ſchiſmatical Title, by which they 
were firſt potſeſs'd, when they ſhould obtain 
a better Title by having their Poſſeſſion receiv d 
unanimouſly, | 


A. Not ſcruple an ill Iitle! Yes they did, and 
made them get à better. And if they could 
obtain a better Title, the other however was not 


very good; and if it had been good, there 
was no need of obtaining a better, which I 
think, ſhews they did. ſeruple the ill orgs 
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Tiele, and would not owfi them till they had 2 
better from legal Authority; which, it ſeems; 
they were to obtain by being receiv d nt.avimonſhy. 

C. p. 87. Nor did the Catholitks inſiſt on 
any new Inveſtiture, in cafe the Donatiſt Biſhop 
ſhould ſurvive, 

A. Not on the external Formality; but 
the Catholicks Admiſſion of them as Biſhops, 


Which they inſiſted on, would have been a new 


Inyeſtietre of legal Authority; or their illegal 
invalid Inveſtiture would have been inveſted 
with an authemick Rarification. They would 


certainly have been re-invelted with the Privi- 


leges of the Catholick Communion, which 
they had loſt; and alſo with legal and valid 
Epiſcopal Power, and Diſtrict uthority in 
the Church, which they had not before, nor 
cou'd have, but from the Catholick Biſhops 

not involv' d in the Schiſm. 
And herein the regnant Church agrees with 
us, if the Biſhop of Sarum ſpeiks her Senfe in 
his Letter to Mr. Dodwell ; where ſpeaking of 
Biſhops Which Mr. D. call d Intruders, he ſays 
« Tf their Orders were Nullities at firſt, no 
« future Contingent could make them valid. 
Meaning particuſa; ty, no Contingent Mr. D. 
inſiſted on, fo Pretence of Poſſeſſion without 
Rivals, Se. So that they do not thank Mr. 
D. for his Arguments on their behalf, making 
their Titles ſo Precarious, 2 as to have no better 
ck Right 


va. 
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Right and Tenure than that of invaded poſſeſ⸗ 
ſion and State Inveſtiture. 
C. p. oo, 91. The Schiſm continued in Antioch, 
till God was pleas'd to make way for Peace by 
the Death of Evagrius. Then, and not till then, 
by the Mediation of the Emperor and the Bi- 
ſhop of Alexandria, and an honourable Embaſ- 
ſy | Nod Flavianus himſelf, firſt the Weſtern Bi- 
hogs, and (by their Example and Influence) the 
FEaſtern Biſhops alſo, were united in owning Fla. 
vanus, about theYear 398, after about 36 Years. 
Continuance of the Schiſm. And the Reaſon 
is given, that I have been inſiſting on, that there 
was then only one Poſſeſſor. So Sozomen ex. 
preſsly; * ro, oe coup 57 lo Tos 
ETioxowor di Sica? , un ends Gvavlis br los. 
4. Here Mr. D. either miſtakes, or abuſes 
Soꝛomen. For tis plain, the Schiſm continued, 
and was not cloſed immediately upon the 
Death of Evagrius; but the Biſhops ſtill diſ- 
own'd Flavianus, till they were over: perſuaded 
by the Emperor, St. Chryſaſtom, and the Biſhop 
of Alexandria, and his own Submiſſion and 
Interceſſion; yea, (as himſelf confeſſeth) the 


Eaftern Bs {bops by the Example aud Influence of 


the Weſtern Biſhops, and not only by his being 


alone in Poſſeſſiom without any ſingle Claimant |, 


oppoling it. The Nerjury, by which Havui- 
7 anug had accepted of the abjur'd Biſhoprick, 


« poſſes d moſt of I minds againſt 
I 4 him 
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ke him, and made them very difficult in ad- 
& mitting his Succeſſion, p. go. By whoſe 
Admiſion alone, we may obſerve he at laſt be- 
came a right ful Succeſſor, We may alſo ob- 
ſerve from Sozomen, that the Reconciliation 
was made by. the Catholick Biſhops (volt 
*Em:oxowos.) But that Act of theirs would 
have. been vain, if he had a Right to that dee 


without it, by being alone there without a ſin- 
gle Rival. There being indeed no rightful Pre- 


tender, but the See truly vacant, and conſe- 


quently in the Power and Poſſeſſion of the 


College of Biſhops às to Spirituals, it was eaſy 
for them to admit Hàvianus (upon his Sub- 
miſſion) into their Communion, and alſo to 
inveſt him with their Authority; or #0 fp 
the Vacancy in another Succeſſor, (p 91.) as ſoon 
as they ſhould pleaſe. But what is all this to. 
Poſſeſſion alone-giving Right? It plainly ſhews 
the contrary. © That there was then only one 
Poſſeſſor (or rather no one,) was not the only 
Reaſon (nor does Sozomen give it as the Rea- 
ſon) why the Biſhops were united in admit- 
ting Flaviauns. For why then were they not 


united in admitting Atticus after St. Chryſoſtom's 


Death? The reaſon is plain; Atticus (beſides his 


not putting St. Chry/ſofam's Name into the Dip-· 


rycks) would not ſubmit to own his Authori- 


ty invalid without any farther Addition from 
the then legal Conſent of the Catholick Col- 


e. . 


lego 
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lege of Biſhops 5 unwilling thereby to own 
himſelf an Intruder. But Flavzanus ſought 
their Conſent by his honourable Embaſly, as 
conſcious that his invaded Poſſeſſion needed it. 
Sozomen ſays the Reconc;l;ation was eaſy, becauſe 
none oppos'd the College, not Flavianus himſelf, 
as Atticus did. But tho it was eaſy, it was, it 
ſeems, neceſſary to give him a Right on Ca- 
tholick Terms. If FHlauianus was a legal valid 
Biſhop, and rightful Poſſeſſor, becauſe alone 
in Poſſeſſion from a Schiſmatical Inveſtiture, 
what need was there of the Emperor's and 


of the Biſhop of Alexandria's Mediation, and 


of his own honourable Embaſſy and Sub- 
miſſion to perſuade the Biſhops to accept and 
admit him; but that the Right to the See, 

upon the Vacancy, was in the College of Bi- 
ſhops, and not in himſelf, till they deriv'd it 
to him by their Conſent, upon his Repentance 
for breaking Catholick Unity, and violating 


the Church's Diſcipline? In Attzcas's Caſe 


there were two Claimers, the College of Bi- 


ſhops and Atticus, who inſiſted on his Right 


without ſubmitting to theirs; but till he did, 


he was not own'd for five Years time. And: 
that this was the chief Reaſon of their diſown- 
ing him, is plain from Grils Letter to Atticu-: 


* It was (as Gerontius has rightly expreſs'd 


* it, p. 70.) the Preſervation of the Succeſſi- 
f eq; a neceſſary Aſſertion of * Right, | 
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c which the Epiſcopal College had to take in 
4 Members, or ſhut out Intruders. $o that 
tis not the pretended Poſſeſſion without a 
ſingle Rival, makes a Schiſm ceaſe ; but the 
renouncing it, and obtaining Aurhority from 
the Catholick unſchiſmatical College after the 
See is fairly vacant. The Reconci iation then 
becomes eaſy, when that is ſubmitted to. The 
want of that alone hindred the Reconciliation 
of the Donatsfts upon the Propoſal of rhe Ca- 
tholick Biſhops. 

. p. i. This Precedent we ſhall have for 
re-uniting, when our Schiſm ſhall be reduced 
to ſingle Poſſeſſors, agreeably to the Senſe of 
the twogreat Bodies of the Eaſtern and Weſtern 
Churches, who were all coacern'd in that Di- 
vifion and Union, in that early Ape. 

I. Yes, if they ſend an Embaſly to the Ca- 
tholick Orthodox Bith as Hias did; 
or, without that. only deſire a Reconcilia- 
tion on Catholick Terms; and thereby obtain 
Readmiffion to Catholick Communion, with 
Epiſcupal Power, and a Right to the Sees, by 
the unanimous Conſent of the not- fallen c. 
tholick Biſhops. Otherwiſe this Precedent is 
no more tar him than any other, but wholly 
on our fide, as all other are. For after the 
Death of Evagrius, they ſtill difown'd Flavia 
mas, as appears by the Mediation. and alſo the 

—_—_ and Sutin from Blavjanus wh 
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he receivd Authority from the Conſent of 
the Catholick unſchiſmatical 'College. And 
this is all we pretend to, and perfect agreea- 
ble with it. * — 

C. p. 91. They might ea ave ſapply'd 
thoſe Canonical Defects in a Conſecration 
of Evagrins, if they had thought it becoming 
them, without the aſſiſtance of Foreigners, ei- 
ther in his Perſon, or in another Succeſſor af- 
ter his death. | 

A. if they mi Ar have ſupp d them in 4 Suc- 
cefſor after his death, 1850 the Power it feems 
was in them to do it, notwithſtanding Fa. 
dam, was alone in the pretended Poſſeſſion. 
How then does fuch a Poſſeſſion give a Right, 
and make the Schiſm ceaſe when the Rival in- 
jur'd Biſhop is dead? The College thought 
not ſo, in this Caſe z nor did they © ever think 
ſo, in the like Caſe, from the time of the A- 
poſtles down to ours: - But the Catholick Bi- 
ſhops did ever ſupply the Vacancy and the 
Succeſſion themſelves, after the death of the 
rightful Incumbent, as their juſt Right, till 
they diſpos'd of the Succeſſion to one, as they did 
at laſt to Flavianus ; they might as well have 
given it to another, it they had pleaſed}, and 
rejected him; as was often done in the like 
Caſe, when the Pretender would not renounce 
his ſchiſmatical Inveſtiture; as was ſhewn 
wet And jn the OO" Sees of TU > 

cc the 
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te the Catholicks took no more notice of the 
« Donatiſt Incumbents, whenever a Predeceſ- 
« ſor fail'd, than the Donatiſts did of the Ca- 
cc tholick Biſhops of the ſame Sees. (Dod. In- 
Clergy, p. 67.) 
5 1 92. But * were ſufficiently ſenſible 
that . intermeddling of Lucifer, a Treg, 
had firſt made that Schiſm.- 

A. Whether Lucifer made the Schiſm , or 
rather Meletius, by not (as yet) refuſing the 
the Arian Communion (as well as he did the 
Arian Faith,) is a Matter in diſp ute: For this 
made ſome (the Euſtathians — moſt of the 


Orthodox Biſhops) ſerupulpus of his Gommunt- 


on before Lucifer Calaritanus came to Antioch, 
(p. 88.) and conſequently cauſed the Schiſm 
before. However, if Lucifer had made it by 
conſtituting Paulinus there, yet he would not 
have made it becauſe he was a Foreigner only, 
as Mr. D. would inſinuate: For it is certain 
that St. Chryſoftom, 4thanaſins, Enſebius, Euſta- 
thins, Hilary, &c. did the ſame. © Lucifer 
« Calaritanus, a Weſtern Biſhop, had no Ju- 
“ ri{dition at Antioch, yet finding no other 
« Biſhop there but ſuch as he judged Arian , 
« if not in Opinion, yet at leaſt in Commu: 
„ nion, as having been conſecrated by thoſe 
« of the Arian Communion; he took upon 


« him to ſubſtitute another, and to aſſiſt at 


| «. bus * as a dnnn Biſhop 
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«may do where there is no Biſhop at all!; 
(D. Vind. depr. Biſhops, p. 68.) or none but an 
heretical or ſchiſmatical Nallass And Pauli- 
nus was own'd by all the Weſtern, and by 4- 
thanaſius, and many of the Eaftern Biſhops. -. 


Ihe truth of the matter is this, There Was 


a Schiſm, before Lucifer came, between the 
Orthodox Catholick Comtnunien, and the 
 Meletians, Orthodox in Faith, but not ſo as 
to the Catholick Communion, till Meletius 
wholly rejected the Arian Communion, and 
return d ſolely to the Catholick. Let if La. 
cifer had not been ſo haſty in conſecrating 
Paulinus to that See, the Schiſm might have 
been heal d (upon Meletiuss entire Return to 
the Catholick Communion) by the Reception 
and Ratification of the Catholick Biſhops. But 
it is ſufficient for my purpoſe, that no Catho- 


lick refus'd Paulinus for this Reaſon (viz.) be- 


cauſe he was conſecrated by a foreign Biſnop. 
C. p.. Which LSchiſm they thought it more 
becoming them to heal than to perpetuate it. 


A. No doubt of it, ſo ſoon as they could; ſo 


{non as Flauianus would ſubmit to the Church's 
Right, the Right of the Catholick College of 
Biſhops over that See, and difown any from 
his ſchiſmatical Tnveſtiture and invaded; Poſ- 
ſflion ; own it to be wholly in them, firſt, to 
readmit him to Catholick Communion 3. ſe- 
condly.to confirm his invalid external Form 

| or 
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bf Conſecration, deriving from "EY the 
intrinſick Epiſcopal Power; and thirdly, to 
e in him their Authority over that See. 
But before he did this they could not. heal the 


Schiſm, could not inveſt him with the Church's 


legal valid Authority, if he would not have 
ſubmitted to receive it, and ſo long they 
could not communicate with him without the 
Contagion of his Schiſm. For, ys Mr, Thors- 
Hille, ( Torbearance, p. 171.) 4 Shew me any 
4 Hereſy or Schiſm ever reſtor d to theChurch, 
& without renouncing the ſame. and I will 
« confeſs; that the Church itſelf turn d Here. 
tick or Schiſmatick from the ſame date. (08. 


33,34) 
p C. p. 92. Nor did they afterwards inſiſt on 


their Canonical Exceptions againſt Floviauus, 
when he was alone, Which they thouglit ſuf: 
ficient to juſtify their Denyal of their com- 
3 Letters to Him, While he had a 
Riv: 

I. Yes, and afterwards too (tlie College 
being then his Rival) till the Reconciliation, 
and Reception of him into their Communion 
und Society, with. their Ratification:of his in- 
valid Orders, and of his pretended Dioceſan 
Authority; which alone ſupply d all Defeds, 
and made it needleſs any — to inſiſt on 


Oy Exceptions againſt him. 


2. S5 SO S' er 9 2. w. 


L. p. 92 


Co. 
C.. 92. Why ſo, if they had not believ'd 
his Title to have been thereby made. better 
and leſs exceptionable > _ A LN 
A. They did hot believe bis Title to haue been 
thereby made better and leſs exceptionable at all; 
only now capable, upon his Repentance, of 
being made better, by his receiving Epiſeo 
Power from their Confirmation, and alſo Au- 
thority from them to fill that See, being Va- 
Ina Catholick real Biſhop three things may 
be obſerv d; Firſt, The Validity of his Power 
ſimply conſider d, which is Jure Divino ver) 
great; by which becomes a ſpiritual Prince 
in the Church. S condly, The Extent there- 
ok, which is likewiſe Jure Divino over the 
5 whole Catholick Church on Earth; as it was 
„in the Apoſiles Thirdly, His peculiar Autho- 
„ rity over a particular Diſtri& only. Out of 
a Schiſm, the two former are given from God 
5 by his authoriz d conſecrating V icegerentss 
e as it was in the Apoſtles by Chriſt. The 
, W laſt is of human Inſtitution, and given, by 
n WF the Election and the Inveſtiture of the Epiſ- 
n copal College, to a Biſhop, as the Deputy 
{yl Governour in that Diſtri& for them all; it 
S: being given to him in Charge by them all. 
But in Schiſm neither of theſe is given, nor 
any more than the external invalid. Form of 
tlie two former, without any Validity or Ex- 
WR tent 
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tent of Power at large; (as the busen Ele: 
ment in Baptiſm without the inward ſpiritual 


Grace, or as the Bread and Wine in che! Lord's 
Supper to an impe 
Body and Blood of Chriſt) And only the ex- 
ternal invalid Formality of the third by ſchiſ- 
me Inveſtitute, . — any real Antho- 


But the two firſt,” the Validity and the 
Extent of Epiſcopal-Power at large, muſt be 
ven afterwards on the Catholick Church 
pr her Ratification of that external invalid 


Form: And the third; by the legal Con- 
ſent of the Catholick e equivalent to a 
new Election and Inveſtit“ Here then in 
Flavianus, neither the external invalid Form 


of Conſecration, nor the mere external For - 


mality of Iveſtiture, could receive any Addi - 


tion at all, by the death of his Rival, Without 


any Act or Conſent of the true Church; ad- 


mitting him and deriving it to him, making 


his empty Character legal and valid, and 


thereby obtaining the celeſtial Ratification ; | 
which l then was wanting. His Title there- 
fore, by being alone, could not hecome bet. 
ter, or lefs exceptionable. | For without a Re. 


ception into their Communion, and into the 


Society of the College, he could not have ſo 


much as the valid Epiſcopal Power, nor con- 


ſequently any ſhare in the Devolutioh of Va. 
cancies; much leſs, without their Conſent, 


— — —— — 


could 


nitent Neceiver, without the 


[ 


See. Surely then a Dioceſan Biſhop, that by 


lapſing into Schiſm loſes his. Unity and Com- 
munion with the Catholick College, and there. 
by not only his Deputyſhip, Hs diſtrict Autho. 
rityin that Communion, but alſo his Share ici 


their Right over Vacancies and.Government of 
the whole; can never recover it again, unlefs 


he fenounces his Schiſm, and is thereupon by . 
Conſent re-united to the Catholick Commu. 


nion and College; or unleſs the Church re- 


turns to him, and itſelf becomes ſchiſma- 


ical 15 eee, 
» If it be asked how. a Novatian invalid 
Baptiſm, or Ordination, could become valid 
without repeat ing the Form? I anſwer ; 10 
make Baptiſm a valid Sacrament, it muſt have 
its four eſſential parts; three external, where- 
by we receive one internal, the Chief of all. 


Our Catechiſm mentions three, and neceſſa- | 
rily implies tHe. fourth; vz. 1. The out- * 


ward viſible Sign; 2. The inward ſpiritual Grace, 
tiven, 3. In the Name. of the Father, and of the 
Son, and of the Holy Ghoſt ; 4. by a Meſſenger 


ſent by Chriſt with a Commiſſion the Name 


of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holj 
Ghoſt, to give it. Now tho' the external 


three eſſential Parts, yet it is not the Sacra: 
ment of Baptiſm , becauſe it wants one - 
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could he have a peculiar valid Title to that 


Rite be garage in Schiſm according to its 


him. And this i 
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the chief ellential Part, - the inward ſpiritual 

- Grace, ſince the Epiſcopal Adminiſttator 
through his Sciſm; wanted the Spirit of Pow: 
er, to "convey the Spirit of Grace with the ex- 


ternal Rite. If then Impoſition of Hands on 


a Convert (having thus receiv'd. the external 
Rite in Schiſm) gives him the Spitit 8 

ding to the Council of Mice;) re 
gives the benefits of the Spirit, the — Ah 
ritual Grace, wanting before to the — 

Rite he did receive; when therefore the 
Church by Impoſition of Hands has given the 
- Spirit of Grace, ſuch Baptiſm is compleat in 


It its eſſential Parts; for*now.no one is wan- 


ting. And when ſhe has ſo given the Spirit 
of Power to a ſchiſmatical Biſhop returning 
to the Church, ( Impoſition of Hands being 
the Symbol of giving the Spirit, whether of 
Grace or of Power, Ec.) his Conſecration in 
. Schifm before invalid, for want of the Spirit 
of Power conyey'd, now becomes compleat 
in all its eſſential 2 all having heen given 

greeable tothe del Council 
of Nice, in their Receprion of the Novatians, 
* VUL:-- 


C. p. 92. Nor did they ever pretend any 


need of any new Inyeſtiture; 
4A. Did they then think the ſchiſmatical In- 
veſticure valid, which Mr. D. has. ſo often de- 
ny d? Or that an illegal Act 3 as- Wy 
co 
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could become valid, 8 the legal Autho- | 


rity made it ſo? Which when done by it, is 
ſuch a ne Inveſtiture of valid Authority, as 


it had not before, nor could have, but from 
the leg al Authority only: Which when it had 


cad d, to what purpoſe ſhould they pretend 


any need of renewing, the external Fortmality « of 


* 


Inveſtityre e 
Na . 92,93. But immediately granted: their 


Coin nuni 8850 Letters to him, as ſoon as 
a 


they were ſatisfied that it was for the Intereſt 


of the Catholick Church, and its Peace, that 
| they ſhonld do ſo. 


J. Not fo natal neither , not before 
the Embaſſy and Mediation; not before the 


Agreement And Retonciliation thereby made; 
not before Flavianus fought their Ratißcation, 

which was the ſame, with reſpect tothe in- 
ternal Validity, as a new formal Conſecrati. 


on, and a new formal Inveſtiture. Nor 


would their Mediation, and the Peace of the 
Church hade preyail'd, unleſs 'Flavianns had 


ſubmitted to the Rig hts of the Church in them 
to confirm his invalid Title; Whoſe Rights 

they durſt not yield np, and ſuffer to be ſoſt, 
being the Church! chief Intereſt. Beſides; 


without his Return, and their Reception of 
him, into the Church's Communion again, 


it was ithpoſſible he could be 4 Member of it; 


much we have any AT in ir, if he nad 


hach 
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had ahy before: And then thoſe See . 
Flock of Chriſt under him, muſt have ſuf. 
fer d much for want of à Head that had the 
OConſent of the Church, to oblige Heaven to 
ratify his Ads; nay, by complying with him, 
they muſt have been out of Commutizon with 
the archetypal Church, + + - | 
. p. 53. I do not indeed remember any 
Collation of new Power upon a Return from 
Schiſm, unleſs it may be thought "ors in the 
Caſe of the Meletians 
. 4. Any Collation of new Power! Did they 
then really receive it in thę Schiſm? This is a 
Contradiction to all he has wrote on the 
Schiſm. The Church did not indeed uſe to 
repeat the external Form of Conſecration given 
in Schiſm, but heir Ratification thereof * | 
they always uſed to do upon a Return 
Schiſm) was a new Collation of internal le 2 
Power added to that external Form; like a 
rightful Prince's Ratification of the external 
inyalid Form of an Uſurper's Law, which alone 
can glve it the intrinſick Validity and Force of 
Law. Beſides, if there was no Authority at all 
given in ' Schiſm,, as Mr. D. owns, there muſt 
be a new Collation thereof by the Church ſome 
way or other; or elſe they muſt continue 
without it. Orders given by de facto Pa- 
«c« triarchs, were often ratify'd upon a Recon. 


« ciliation of the Schiſm, And even on the 
| Death 


PP. Hs 

« Death or Reſignation of the true Patriarch, 

not on account of the Validity of the firfi AQ, 

but on account of the Ratification , either 
44 explicite or implicite, of the true Authori- 


ty, which gave a poſt nate Right to what 5 


_ « was” originally invalid. (Mr. D.'s Anſw. to 
Biſhop Still. Queries, MS.) And conſequent- 
ly gave a valid Power at large, and a rightful 
diſtrict Authority, which they never had be- 
fore. The ſame may be ſaid of Biſhops that 


once truly had Power, but laps'd into Schiſm 


by communicating with ſuch, and ſo excom- 


municated themſelves from: the true Commu- 


nion, and thereby forfeited and loſt their Au- 
thority in it to the Catholick Biſhops ſtill re- 
maining in that Communion; and had nothing 
left them but the external empty Forms of 
their Conſecration and Inveſtiture. Upon 
their Return to the Catholick Communion, 
their Authority mult be again allow d them, 
and their cancell'd empty Forms confirm d, by 
the Conſent of the Catholick Biſhops, to re- 
gain the cœleſtial Union and Ratification. 


But what if there be no Catholick Biſhaps 


to do this? What, not in the whole Catho- 
lick Church! This can hardiy be ſuppos d a- 


greeable to our Lord's Promi 1 ; that the Gates 
of "Hell ſhall: never ' wholly prevail againſt ber. 


But if this Suppoſition might be allows ; yet, 


ere, N would be a * at 1 „ 
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5 34). | 
of their Return to.their old. true Comme 
ſrom neu they fell Ln TRE, they can have 
apy Authority in it. Whether God would ra · 


rify.. their pretended,” Authority any other 
way, chan in the way he has appeintefl by 


his true Church, Lal not undertak oe: 
that he 


termine. Ts enough. for us to believ A 


will not, ane there i; any Catholick Biſhop 


0 p. 93-: The Cuuncil, of Nice 55 the 


to do it. 


eception of them the, Meletians 


[invalidlyJ, received in the Schiſm. But oa 
that Condition expreſiy, that they ſhould 


receive the Bebaiwns al a 1 les X 
Sheela, 


4. wal, Rent hape the) U receiv'd thoſe 


Honours in "the Church, by that Reception of 


the, Church, by cher Bega lde, Or ee 
pur ſuant to the Decree... 1 ſay tl ey hereby 
now..receiv'd tho e Honours, in the Church, 


and not before, or otherwiſe really, but on- 


ly-in; Pretence., For it they really had them 


otherwiſe: beſore, the Condition of this De- 
cree (to make 3 Ratification neceJary). muſt 


have beef needleſs and 55 Finch, 
G. p. 93, 984.95. But Mcletihs was alſo. un- 


der an expreſs Sentence of Deprivation.—— In 
his Baptiſm, there was not only his own AQ, 
dergting Himſalt to the Divine Service, pa- 

| rallel 


to the 
ſame Honours in 5 hurch which they had 


3 135) 

rallel to his own Act reſcinding, what he had 

done there, by his Schiſm, which divided him 
from that ſame body into which his Baptiſm 

had incorporated him. There was alſo the 

Act of God's Miniſter authoriz d by him to 

accept and ratify that ſoſemn Dedication on 

God's Part, ſo as to oblige God alſo to ratify 
it in Heaven. This could not be ſo effectual - 

ly repeal'd by his own Act alone ↄf Separati- 
on, as it muſt needs be by a judicial Sentence 
_ of Rejection out of that ſame body by the ſame 
miniſterial Authority. This miniſterial Reje- - 
ction obliged God in Heaven to reject him al- 
ſo, which muſt perfectly invalidate all his Acts 
as 4 puhlick Miniſter of the Chriſtian Re- 


nn ban (BA e ina? 
"wy But does not a voluntary real Schiſm 
from the Church do all this, oblige God to 
reject him; c. as was: declar'd by the judi- 
cial Sentence of Depri vation? Otherwiſe that 
Sentence could not have done it without 
Quſe, without the Cauſe that did it; as it 
could not to St, .Chryſoftome, Athanaſims, &C. 
So that tis not ſo much the Judge's pronoun- 
cing that deprives, as the Crime condemn d 
by the Sentence of the Legiſlators; againſt 
whoſe Laws a Judge can neither condemn the 
Innocent, nor acquit the Guilty; whoſe chief 
buſineſs is. juſtly to judge, and declare whe- 
ther guilty or not, and what Penalty the La- 
OO 
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(436 | 
as {annexed to 18 Crime. . But to be lake 
will ratify his owͤr Laws and Penalties, 

heat the Judge does execute them or not. 
But beſore the judicial Sentence; was Mele- 
tins ſill a Member of +bat' ſame Body by vertue 
of his, þ 5 N notwithſtanding bis. Sehiſm, 
which ioided him from" that fame Body Into 
' which h Baptiſn had inc bim p If 
Schiſm divided or cut him off from the Bo. 
dy, he vgs cut off, what could a judicial Sen- 
tence do more; but only declare and certify 
it was ſo? Their Silence could not hinder his 
be ng fo, bur only involve'themſelves in his 
Guilt and Breach of the Law. Ne had di- 
veſted himſelf of that Authority he had for. 
* merly by his on Act, and therefore had 
0 nothing more that cpuld be taken from him 
hy an Act of Sovernment, and proper Ju- 
4 riſdiet; on over him. es Def Anf. 10 
- Biſh. Still; 6 Qu. MS.) e DO? 
* 24h, Is not᷑ a baptiz d Perſon admitted in- 
to the new Covenant, purely on Conditiom bf 
Performance on his part, and is not Chriſts 
Katifcation of the miniſterial Act in Baptifm | 
only on Condition of that Per Shox ap 
withou which the whole Covenant there 
made k es void and diſanulłd; and our 
Lord can be no longer oblig d to the Ratifi 
cation thereof on his part, even without a 
Miniſterial > by "—_ — oughr de 
6 


S L 5 4 
2 * . Py 1 


cannot be .oblig'd 


ved the excommunicated Man, 
according to the Tenor of the 


are ſepa 
The Covenant then being utterly broken, and 


A 


| (337 * 
be perform d; but i. unjuſtly neglected; he 
but ſute 
ject ſuch an one himſelf; fas well us he fecei. 
9) Nay, 
3 by his Juſtioe and dena eo do by 

s Juſtice! 
rt ot 


» 
* 
: | * 
* 
1 


re the Apoſtle bids us, „nb 
—.— ane not 10 eat or commmnicate, (107.3) 


I ſay, without the Performance of 5 Con- 
dition of the Covenant, the miniſterial Act 


cannot oblige "Chriſt, tho“ Witt it it does. 
The tatal Neglect of the Condition infalliblß 
cuts a Man off from the Covenant, as if it 


had never been made; but without the N 


Act. The bare external Form of Baptiſm 
may be allow d to remain with a Schiſmatick, 


and ſo it does if he be judicially encbmmuni- = 
cated; So that at excommunicate Perſon 


is always reſtor d to internal Benefits, without 


reiterating that external Form. (By which it | 


plainly appears, that the external and internal 
p rable, and may be diſtinctly given.) 


made void by Schiſm, (as well as by a judicial 


Sentence, ) it muſt be renew'd by the Church 


and her archetypal Head, by Admiſſion to 


"08 other Sacrament of our Lard's Supper; as 


"_— 


may re- 


; eg. 

le. thereof, the miniſterial Rejection itſeif 
cannot doit; and oblige Chriſt not to perform 
his part covenanted by the former miniſterial 


Ll 
* 


(6138) 


muchi as if the Schifmarick had been judicial. 
Iy depriv'd by the Church. 


Mr. D. ſays, Schiſen divides. a 1 from that 


ſame Body imo which his Baptsfm bad imcorpora- 
ted him. And by a neceſſary Conſequence 
from all enn its Communion, from 


which he is fallen, and his Schiſm has cut 


him off; and chereby muſt need reingrafting 


does it not oblige Cod to rejett him alſo, as A 
fallen Angel from his Church, (at leaſt till he 
repents, and is reſtor' d?) As (without the 
8 s Sentence) From the Apoſileſhip Judi. 


ſo that another in his ſtead was: His great Sor: 
row for, and voluntary p ublick Acknow 
ment of, his Sin, being not accepted by -Chrilt. 


« Self Excommunication 5 Or ſpirirual Felony 


ce de ſe, doth involve the Churchis Excommu- 
nication, deſerving it, and preventing it. 
Dr. Barrow, Dife. concerning the unity of the 
Church, p. 4.) Where now lies the Difference 
of being cut off from the Church by a judi- 
- cial Sentence (which it cannot do er be. 
fore a Crime has done it,) orby a voluntary 
Defection and Schiſm, bile cancels all former 
. Obligations and Ratifications of * 
' 85 F g | aſl 


And 8s:this revolting Tranſgreſſion obliges - 
the Church to refuſe. him her Communion, ' 


anſgrefion fell, Acts 1. 45.) Whereby 4- 
lone 2 tot his Right of being after ward rec 
kon dd of the Number of the Twelve Apoſtles, 


9 — —w- 


B 153 TS 70, © 


© © he. 
and TO in the Church, by de 
from her Unity and Commumon? 


4 And for a futther Confirtition het}, hs 
47% 


Sch 790 to have been taken for a Communion 
with. the Devil, by the Principles of the Pri- 
5 and Apoltöcal Church. 


4 Eb. S. He could be no anne r 
5 Who Was 2 Member of the” Devil. 


65 N could he Con that account] pretend 
* kg, the 15 of the moſt honourable Mem- 


* be bers "WI wilt das unqualified for beitbg a- 

© ny Metnber b „of our bleſſed Saviour's 
«je Body Ys, "Colt one Anz Who Was 

divi from the Body of Chiitt by Schiſm, | 


ai] was thereby 2 1 0 * the Beo, be. 
come a Member ok Chriſt 4005 and the mot 
honourable Member too, without any Ae of 


his þ or of the true Church, which may 
155 eaven to renew and "ratify again thar 
loft. Memberſhip to him, | toether with his 
former Authority in that Body? _ .. 
C.. 98. The Meaning of the Fathers, wis, 
That in the Reception of the proſelyted Nele. 


ane y Nh py of e iter 0 5 Ju 


tians | 


<->; 


parting 


721-4. A (6 tome wes 


1 


Hons. e emits Ju the 10 ene as 


SAYS. $*,. abs -> 


6h; Ware N Wer thi is Mt we i Wh 
tend for, that thoſe who have been guilty of 
Schiſm, and thereby cut off from the Church, 
mult be admitted by he Catholick Church, 
before they can again be Members of her Com. 
munion; and zo Sacerdotal Orders, be for they 
can have any legal real Power; and to Place, 


92 the Meletians and Novatians were,) before 


hey can have any Right to them. Nothing 
leſs than her Admiſſion can legitimate the in- 


yalid Orders of ſuch within her Iuriſdiction. 


Some of their Places being poſſeſs d by Catholick 
Incumbents, ſheys plainly the Church's Right 
to diſpoſe of them, and conſequently of thoſe 
that were not poſſeſs d by Catholick Incum. 
bents, and that otherwiſe they could have no 
Right to them, but that the Right ſil re- 
main d in the Church. 

. . 9, 101. This is pe rfealy agreeable t to 
the Principles of the Fathers of that Age, who 

(whatever they thought df the Baptiſm of ſome 
Hereticks or Schiſmaticks [as to the external 
Form only)) were notwithſtanding unani- 
mous | in beſieving that ay Dividers of the at 
291.30" if 


bi aliq 
2 1 
ri 

Lib, 

wind, 7 
eſt, cui 
correct 
tabeatu 
dicimu: 
pote ſta 
neritis 
erat, 401 
venire | 
Sacram: 
tem non 


Auguſti 
titud in 
—8 
Et idec 
ſiam no 
non util; 
poteſtate 
ſalutem 
ly, wit] 
Cyprian” 
beating, 


way = YWwh -— x - © 


"hF> 6. WO DO EESTTRD 2 5 


A 
nity of the Spirit loſt thereby all the Riglit 
they hed formerly to the Spirit, whoſe Unity 
had been violated by them. This even St. Aa. 
guſtine and his Followers granted, how much 
ſoever they defended the Validity [nor ſo, but 
only the external Form.] of the Baptiſms of 


+> TOY {$ MEY bs wn I ? 4 4 1 


— 1 


„ 4 — o—_—_—_ 2 


Auguſt. in Evang. Joban. Tract. 6. & poteſt fieri. ut 
aliquis habeat Ba ptiſmum præter Columbam: ut proſit ez 


Baptiſmus, præter columbam non poteſt docet nos 


1 


columba — ne putaras illud quod magnum eſt ti- 
bi aliquid prodeſſe poſſe fi non fueris in Unitate. Fo- 
ris enim habebas Ba ptiſmum ad perniciem; intus ſi habue- 
ris, incipit prodeſſe ad ſalutem. Contra Epiſt, Parmeniani. 
Lib, 2. aliud eſt prorſus non habere, aliud pernicioſe ha be re, 
aliud ſalubriter habere, quicquid non haberur dandum 
eſt, cum opus eſt dari, quod vero pernicioſe habetur per 
correctionem de pulſa pernicie agendum eſt, ut ſalubriter 
tabeatur, Contra Creſcon. Gramm. Lib. 2. Ita vobis & nos 
dicimus, quem Ba ptiſmum vos ignorantes obſervatis, ejus 
pote ſtatem vobis non annunciamus, non ut cum ad nos ve- 
neritis alterum accipiatisz. ſed ut eum, qui jam apud vos 
erat, utiliter nccipiuti t. Contra Donatiſtos, Lib. 1. Si poſtea 
venire ad Catholicam cogitat , quia certus eſt 7b: prodeſſe 
Sacramentum, quod alibi accipi quidem poteſt, prodeſſe au- 
tem non poteft, —<—- In Eccleſia Baptiſmum refe accipi, 
Non autem illic (apud Donatiſtos) recte accipi. 
Auguſtin. de Bapt. contra Donatiſtos, Lib. 4. Salutem bea- 
titudinis extra eam neminem vel perci pere, vel tenere. 
——— Salus (inquit) extra Eccleſiam non et quis negat ? 
Et ideo quæcunqne ipfius Eccleſiz habeiitur, extra Ectle- 
fam non valent ad ſalutem, ſed aliud eft nor habere, aliud 
non utiliter habere. Whole inutilis; Prodeſſe non poteſt; non 
poteſtatem z ne minem vel percipere, vel tenere; non valent al 
ſalutem; pexnicioſe babere; foris ad pernitiem, c. are plain- 
lr, with reſpect to the intrinſick Validity, the ſame as St. 
Cyprian's inanit; how much ſoever they differ'd about re- 
peating, or not repeating; the exretnal Form; 


heretical 


herexicalor ſchiſmatical Commynions; [Since] 
They therefore all agreed that this Impo. 
ſition of Hands, by the Sc Was necaſlary 
for Converts from all appalte Communions, 


in order to their Recovery of the Spirit, which 


- 


had been, loſt and forfeited hy their Diviſion. 
Without this, their Re-union muſt be judgd 
imperfect, without that principal Unity of the 
Spirit. The Deſign of the Miene Fathers, in 
this Treatment of the Meletians, was to let 
them underſtand that, tho their Reception 
into the Church was, like that of other Peni- 
tents, by Impoſition of Hands, yet that they 
might expect a Favour, Which no other ſort 
of Penitents could, by the Canons of the 
Church, pretend to, that the ſame Impoſition 
of Hands ſhould qualify them, ['yes, we mean 
ſo not only for the Communion of the Cx. 
tholick Church, but alſo. for continuing 
the ſame Offices in it, which they had before 
receiv'd [in Pretence only] in their Sepa- 
ration. 11 e 
A. Here we may obſerve, 1f. That the Me- 
letians were qualified for the Church's Recep- 
tion by Repentance, they were Penitents. 24h, 
That they were receiv d into the Communion of 
the Church. by Catholic Biſhops. 3dly, That 
hereby they recover'd the Spirit, loft by being out 
of the Communion of the Church; to which none 
but the Catholick Biſhops (who not inyolv'd 
N ; . 


* 


e 
in che Schiſm, had not loft the Spirit) c, 
re admit. 4thly, That this Re admiſſion by 
the Church (Ghich had not oft the Spirit) 
was neceſſary for the Recoveryof the Sik and 
conſequently of all ſpiritual Authority.  5thly, 

That he ſame Impoſition of Hands qualified them 

d 

for continuing the ſame Offices, &c. Is it not 

hence plain, that they received their Qualifi- 

cation to thoſe Offices by the Decree and this 

1 Impoſition of Hands, for which they were not 

- | duly qualified before? | 

G. p 102, So Pope Innocent I. underſtood i it 

in the Caſe of Bonaſſaci. He mentions a Sy- 

nodical Decree of Anyſint Archbiſhop of Theſ- 
ſalonica, in the times of his Predeceſſors Da. 


ms —— — 7 1 


, maſus and Siricius, concerning the Clergy of 
| thoſe Hereticks, at quos Boneſus ordinaverat 
o Ordinati reciperentur. 


A. Ordinati, i. e. with the cone invalid 
Form of Ordination, which he decreed ſhould 
not be reiterated. But certainly he did not 
mean they were compleatly ordained with the 
men valid Authority of Presbyters, till 
| ciperentur, and allow'd it by the Church; 
" | thereby only, inveſted with the latter, 
It Os legal authentick Power. However, tis 

plain they had it not within the Church's 
Communion, till they were received into her. 
Nor ſure could they have it whilſt out of her, 
unleſs the Church's Authority, as well as the 

Perſons. | 


23 — — — —ẽ ——— — . — 
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(az) | 


| Perfons, can be divided from her. If they 
had it, certainly where the Church's Power: 
is, there muſt be che Church, and the Perſons. 


need no Reception hy her. The Form of 


Words which ſhe uſes may be given out of 
Biſhop, but her Power 


The Form of Words verbally * ho the 
Church, are incapable of being taken away, 
or of being loſt; and therefore Trees not be re- 


theChurchbya lapſing 
cannot, nor'be out of her 


peated ; but the Power itſelf is capable of ei- 


ther? and therefore muſt be renew'd.” For he 
that loſes the Catholick Communion, muſt 


loſe all the internal Benefits of Grace and Pow- 


er belonging to it, till they are reſtor d toge- 
ther with it. Sb that tho” a ſchiſmatical or 


excommunicated Biſhop may give the exter- 


nal Form which he has, yet he cannot give 
the internal Power which he has not; if he 


* preſume to attempt it. 1 
EE «102, This he [Innocent l.]. obſerves to 
Have been perfectly agreeable to the Mind of 


the Council of Mice, in che Caſe of the No- 


vatians , nt accept4 manus Impoſttione, . fic ma 


neant in Glero, Can. 8. exactly as in the en 


prey dx. 


A. But then this Decree ut fe © maneant. in 
Glero, together with Impoſitzon of: Hands, was 


that alone , Which gave them a Right to re- 


main ſo, which B had not before: And had 


it 


rity 1 
them 
adm 
cree 


perti 


(148), -. 

it not been ſo decreed , the Impoſition of 
Hands had not received them as Prieſts (tho 
they had receiv'd the external Form of Or- 
ders) but as Penitents only; © which would 
« have ſtopped all farther Prozreſs. to all Eo 
« cleſiaſtical Preferments, (p. 103.) By which 
it appears, that if they had had any Power, 
they forfeited and loſt not only the- preſent, 
but alſo all future, without a new Decree 
then made; | ids | 
C. p. 103. [Inzocent] plainly intimating, 
that the Impoſition of Hands, here ſpoken of, 
gave tlem nothing new, but only continued 
what they had received heformmee. 
4. 'Only comtiuned what they had received! To 
what purpoſe? If they had receiv'd Power 
before in the Schiſm, would it not have con- 
tinued without any more ado? Wherefore 
Iunocent could not intimate that; for tho' it 
was nat a new Ordination, with reſpect to 
the external Form, yet it did give them the 
chief thing new, viz. the legal internal Pow- 
er of Presbyters, which they had not before ; 
and with reſpect to their aſſum d Titles to their 
Places, it inveſted them with rightful Antho- 
rity there; both which were now deriv'd to 
them from the Decree of Council by the te- 
admitting Biſhops. Which part of the De- 
cree would otherwiſe have been vain and im- 
pertinent, if their Power and Titles were va- 

| L | lidly 
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(136) Fl 
lidly acquir'd before? rho their empty Cha. 


racter; or the invalid Form of Ordination 


(abſtracted from the legal internal Power) 


might be given and remain with them, like 


that of a Presbyter excommunicate or depriv'd, 


But according to Mr. D. the Impoſition of 
Hands did ſomething in relation to their Or- 


ders, continued them; that muſt he confirm d 


them, ratified the external invalid form. 


C. p. 103. Nor does he the leaſt ſcruple 


the lawfulneſs of receiving Orders given with. 


out the Church. © Reel! 

A. No! How then was it Cthe Admiſſion 
or Ratification of their Orders] 4 Favour, tht 
it [the Impoſition of Hands] did not make 
them incapable of Ordinations? (p. 103.) The 


quite contrary, that Innocent did ſcruple it, is 
true; as will appear by and by, from his 108 


page. Where the ſame Pope Intlecent" ſays; 


| thoſe that went over to Bonoſuc, and receiv'd 
Orders from him out of the Church, N 
- Benoſo acceperunt; that is, nothing valid, no 
Power to exerciſe ſuch Orders any way in the 


Catholick Communion. But they hoping to 


get thoſe Orders in courſe receivd, upon their Re- 
turn to the Church; © This had been, ſays In- 
- © mocent, non ſ. lim penitentiam non agere, ve. 
„ rum etiam honore cumulari. It had been an 


« Encouragement to Apoſtacy, if they might 


have obtain'd, by their leaving tha Church, 


.« thoſe 
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« thoſe Honours which their Merits could ne- 


c ver have procur d them in it. This there- 


* fore; Innocent forbids, and very reaſonably, 


(p+ 107.) i. e. that they ſhould be allow d, or 
own d to have, thoſe Honours or that they 
could lawfully receive them without the c burch, 


Nor did they themſelves pretend to gain a 


Right in any Place in the Church, or to any 


more than the external Form of Orders from 


Bonoſus, not to the internal valid 'ower of 
Orders from him, but only from the Church 


upon their Return to it. 

C. p. 103, 104. Je only pleads it to be a Fa: 
aur... not univerſal, but revocable at Plea- 
ſure. And he proves it to have been ſo, be- 


becauſe the ſame Favour was deny'd to the 
Paulianiſts, or Samoſatenians, 4 i quibus venien- 
tet etiam baptizari præcipiunt, Can. 9. His 


Words plainly imply, that beſides the Impo- 


ſition of Hands, with which other Converts 
. were receiv'd, theſe were alſo to receive a new 


Baptiſm 3 [Cie. a new external Form: whoſe 
wrong Form was not repeated, nor could be 


_confirm'd, but was chang d for the true. 


A. But had the Orders of the Meletian 


Clergy been valid, and they a Right to their 
pretended Places in the Church, from the 
ſchiſmatical Collation; would their Orders 
have been revccable at pleaſure without Cauſe? 
ts being a Fauour to ratify their external Form, 
18 L 2 ſhews 
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thefts Which if ſhe had, „Their being re- 


of 100 5 
ſhews the Power to be wholly in ACM, 
and none in them. Thb Cuche Ratifcation 
and Allowance of their otherwiſe' invalid 
Orders, and alſo her Conveyance of Right to 
their Places, by confirming their pretended 
Titles to them, FR the Favour revocable u 
leaſure, and in the Churetis Power*to 


« cety'd as Publick Pefitents would, by the 
© Canons, have deprivd them from ever of 
8 fciating for the future in atly holy Mini 
« ſtry, (p. 100.) So that tho* this Impoſſt ion 
of Hands was not with reſpect to the outward 
Form only, equivalent to Baptiſm; yet with 
reſpect to Incorporation, and the Benefits 
he eof, (it being added afterwardto' that out- 
ward Form given before,) it was judg'd to 
have the ſame effect as a wholly new formal 
Baptiſm. And tho this Reception of preten- 
ded Clergy Men was not equivalent to Ordi- 
nation as to the external Form only, yet with 
reſpect to the internal Power ad ec ro that, 
this with the Decree had alſo the ſame Effect, 
as a new formal Ordination. 

We may. here farther obſerve, chat the 
Conn? judg'd there was ſome conſiderable 
Difference in Schiſms, and in the Ads of 
Schiſmaticks, according as one Schiſm was 
more or leſs criminal than another, by reaſon 


of the Herefy in it. In the more criminal, 
we 
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we ſee, they decreed that the outward Form 
of their Baptiſms ſhould be reiterated and a- 
mended by the true Form; judging them en- 
tirely null, and nothing at all deriv'd to the 
Baptiz d, nat ſo much as cheir external Form 
being perfect, and. capable of being made 
good by Confirmation, that Rite of Admitlt- 
on to Communion alſo, and of confirming a- 
ny pretended Power and Right in the Church, 
The Power of 8 Biſhop or Presbyter may be 
more or leſs loſt, according as his Schiſm and 
Herely is greater or leſs, as well as it may be 
more. or leſs taken from him. In a {imple 
Schiſm, the Biſhops Power is ſo far loſt, that 
they. cannot make another more than them: 
ſelves are, i. e. no more than a Schiſmatick, 
out of the Communion of the Church; and 
conſequently without any Right or Benefit in 
it by their Baptiſm, or Authority in it by 
their Ordination; tho' bath may be given, 
upon Repentance, only upon the Church's 
Ratification of their invalid Acts. But in the 
Presbyterian Schiſm, if one of their Miniſters 
ordain'd-by them returns to the Church, and 
expects to remain a Miniſter thereof; all judge 
that he muſt be re-ordain'd with the external 
Form alſo by a Biſhop, &c. For they never 
xquir'd it from any that had ever receiv'd 
ſo much as the external Form of a Commiſ- 
gn, to give even the external Form of Or- 
nir 0. * I! ders. 
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ders: Some Clergymen have formerly been 
formally re-ordain'd, as well as ſome formal. 
ly re-baptiz'd. So that in a particular Schiſm, 
whether the Converts muſt be formally rebap- 
tiz d, or the external Form of their Baptiſm 
only confirm'd ; and whether the Biſhops and 
Clergymen ordain'd in it, muſt.be formally 
re-ordain'd, or only admitted by the Church's 
Ratification of their former invalid Form; is 
the buſineſs of a caſuiſtical Synod to deter- 
mine. | N 1 
As for thoſe that d'e in Schiſm, unbaptiz d 
by the Church, with the inward and ſpiritual 
Grace, we think they, or their Parents, 
ought to have taken great care not to have 
done ſo. 1 

C. p. 105. The Words of the [19th] Micene 
Canon itſelf are ſufficiently evident to this 
purpoſe, Ei 3 Two T@ TepsAnavler: yes w 
SY To XAnpW e-nladnoay, 4d u, ano 9 
b ον Qardey, arabanhSiyles love. 
Soocr ö nd vd, zabonnxns ExxAncize Emioxo- 
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here ſpoken of, goes before the ayaxguor, 
whether the Clergy Converts were worthy to 
keep the Places of which they had been poſ- 
ſeſs'd among their old Brethren. It had been 
very prepoſterous for them firſt to haye put 
them into a Place by their own Act, 5 

they 
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they had examined whether they were fit for it, 
4. Here, I perceive, lie would infer, that 
this ov therefore did not put them, 
the Paulianiſts and Samoſatenians into a- 
ny Place, becauſe they were not (as he inſi. 
nuates) firſt examined, But does not kgsla- 
S1ozy ſignify their having been examined whe⸗ 
ther they were worthy to keep their Places, 
which goes before e οα,, tho bd. 
xi does. not? Tis plain by the former part 
of the Canon here quoted, that if, upon Exa- 
mination, they appear'd to be faultleſs and 
unblameable, after Baptiſm they were to be 
receivd to Communion by Impoſition of 
Hands, with a Confirmation of their preten- 
ded Orders, and then alſo thereby put into, 
and authoriz'd in, their former Places, :. 6 
thoſe that were not poſſeſs d by Catholic Incum- 
bents. For could the Council think their Or- 
ders good, and not their Baptiſm without re- 
newing it? The y«eploriz was a Confirmation 
not only of their new valid Baptiſm, but alſo 
(by vertue of the Decree) of their invalid Or- 
ders and pretended Titles; and thereby really 
a putting them into thoſe Places which they 
had no Right to before. But Mr. D. ſeems 
to intimate, that this Impoſition of Hands 
deriv'd no Right to their Places, but only ad- 
mitted them to Communion, as their new va- 
lid Baptiſm, only entred them! into the Don 3 
Lq (uke 
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(like an Apprentice firſt entred a Member of 
à City; and after ward made free of the Privi- 
leges thereof; yet ſo were they admitted to 
the Privileges both of Communion and of Pa- 
rochial Prieſts;) and that therefore (according 
to him) their Right to their Places muſt pro- 
.ceed from their Orders given in Schiſm, as 
ſoon; at leaft, as a Neconciliation made way 
for it to take place; as if that Right to their 
Places could not be given but by 

ther with the external Form of Ordination. 
If he meant ſo, ſure it muſt be a Miſtake, 
For as Piſhops are often choſen and inveſted 
with new diſtrict Right by the Conſent and in 
the Name of the College of Biſhops long af. 
ter Conſecration; as upon a Removal to a 
new Diſtrict. And tho' a Biſhop ſeems to be 
conſecrated for a See, yet his Inthroning and 
Inveſtiture with that particular See is always 
afterward. So the Inſtitution and Induction 


of a Vicar, is always given after his Ordinati- 
on; ſometimes long aſter to a new Vicaridge. 


And tho inducted by another Presbyter, yet 


tis nor done by vertue of his Orders receiv'd 


at Ordination, but by the Licence-and Autho- 
rity only of the Biſhop, contain'd in the Form 
of his Inſtitution ; juſt as a Biſhop is inthron'd 
by the legal Authority of the whole College, 
diſtinct, and at fome diſtance, from the Act 
of Conſecration. But this Miſtaxe, which 
ts | VS ſeems 


and toge- 
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ſeems. to 80 through this Book 1 hope has 


they. could, never come to have a legal Right 


from & ſchiſmatical and illegal Inſtitution and 


Induction, but from the legal Authority 
luna ess 11203 07, 12123 1390] {731 1 

. ., 295. It then follows that if, upon 
that Examination, they, were not found fit, 


they Were do be depriv'd, v Cer- 


tainly of the Honours they had received before 


their. Converſion, not of thoſe which were gi 


ven by the Biſhops who receiv'd them. 


Al. Yet, this may naturally enough be un- 


derſtood of uſurp d pretended Honours, not 


legal real ones; or depriv'd of the Benefit of 


the Canon, as to its Ratification of their jn- 
valid Orders and aſſum'd Titles. But what if 
they were. found fit 4 what ſays the Canon 
then? Why, nothing after arzxgzos; but 
does it ſay nothing before dAα , after 


ttnlaSuoay ei piy wpeuFlo x are, Ga. 
rex? Ves, arabankIiles ele , 
i. e. having been hrſt tormally baptiz d, let 
them be confirm'd, Kanegz: Priefts, and there - 
by admitted ſuch to Communion; not x0" 
feier made incapable f Ordination:, as the 
arerindexs Unfit were: For qe, or 
Confirmation, is a Right of Admiſſion to 
Communion, as well as Confirmation of Bap- 


tiſmz and in this caſe the admitting Biſhops 


were 
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were alſo. empower'd by the Decree to con- 


firm, or refuſe their invalid Orders, as. they. 


found them fit or unfit. How then came 
Mr. D. to ſay, the q ri did not put them. 
auto any place ,. berate hey had not examined, 
whether they were fit for it; when tis plain by 
the Canon, they had firſt examined them? 


If the veel did not put them into any 
Place, the Decree did, and not their ſchiſma- 


tical invalid Orders; for they were admitted 
to Communion Parochial Prieſts by vertue of 
the Decree, when the Impoſition of Hands 
was 21ven them... :.... Md 
I confeſs, I cannot but wonder Mr. D. 
ſhould ſo ſtrive to take from the Authority 
and Power of the Church, and give it to 
thoſe out of the Church; when *tis certain 


none can have or retain any ſpiritual Authori- 


ty or Power but the Church; much leſs de- 
DSS... io 

C. p. 108. Yet he [Tanocent I.] ſuppoſes 
them to have receiv'd nothing from Bonoſus. 
of what he deſign'd to give them, and there- 
fore that the Hereticks Act was utterly invalid. 
So thoſe Words of his do plainly enough im- 
port, Ad ſummam certè, qui nibil 4 Bonoſo acce- 
perunt, rei ſunt uſurpate Ignite qui conſicien 


dorum Sacramentorum ſibi vendicaverunt Autorita- 
tem, aique id ſe putaverunt eſſe, quad de hit 
nulla fuerat Regular; ratione conceſſum. He Calls 

123222 „ „24 224% „ it 


it nothing; He makes it Uſurpation to pra: 
Qiſe the [nothing of] Authority received from 
ſuch an Ordination. He makes it wholly: pu- 
tatitious.- [Is not this enough 2] Yet he owns 
it in the Church's Power (if ſhe thought fit) 
to allow them to practiſe that fame ¶ nothing 
of J Power after their Reception, wich him - 
ſelf calls M ſurpation, [and nothing) 
A. Yes, when the Church had given them 

real Power by her Conſent at their Reception; 
for it ſeems the Practice of Power, 7z..e. the 
very Power itſelf to act, was wholly owing to 
the Church's Reception and Allowance thereof; 
which was adding the internal valid Power to 
the external invalid Form, by obliging Heaven 
(on its Promiſe) to aRatification of that Act of 
the true Promiſe. Nihil à Bonoſo acceperunt, 
muſt be underſtood, I ſuppoſe, not of the ex- 
ternal Form of Ordination ſimply conſider d, 
but that Orders given out of the Communion 
of the Church, gave no intrinſick Validity or 
Power at all, till the Church allow'd it 
them; which Innocent owns ſhe might do, 
withont repeating the external Form. And 
zdly, by conſequence it muſt be underſtood, 
that they could receive no particular Right to 
any Place in the Church; but that it remain'd 
to be given by the Catholick Church before 
they could have it. Bonoſus, for want of U- 
nity with the Epiſcopal College, could not re- 
$ | "IM - preſent 
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preſent them, nor perform any Act in their 
Name, nor derive their Authority to any one 
without their Conſent, no one could do that 
without Unity with them, and they at leaſt 
implicitly conſenting to it: Therefore they re- 
ceiv'd from him no Power, nor were thereby 
made Presbyters of the Church, till ſhe con- 
firm'd them as ſuch, and authoriz d them in 
her Cures by her Conſent. And for this 
5 we have the then greateſt Weſtern Autho- 
60 rity, that of the Weſtern Patriarch himſelf 
cf — LI and of him only as an In- 
< tefpreter of the greateſt Authority of Chr 
* ſtendom, next the Apoſtles, that = the firſt 
« and moſt univerſally receiv'd General Cuun- 
« cil, that of Mice, (p. 109, 110.) Whoſe Ca- 
<« nons he, very probably, looked on as ſeve- 
« ral of his Succeſlors did, as uncepealable, 

103. 
5 G. p. 10g. When notwithſtanding chere 
had been no other Impoſition of Hands: uſed. 
in receiving them, than what was uſual in re- 
ceiving ordinary Laicks, who had not the leaſt 
Pretenſions to any Eccleſiaſtical Power proper 
ly ſo call'd. | 
A. Yet thit admitting (to Communion by 


Impoſition of Hands) thoſe that were found 


fit to be Prieſts, by vertue of the Decree, 


confirm'd alſo their invalid Orders. Other - 
wiſe that receiving them as ordiuary Laicks, had 


depriv d 


To SS Seger 


ty nj 64 e | 
depriv'd | them of ever being made Prieſts, 
and from ever officiating in any Holy Miniſtry, 
(p. 100.) And thus the unfit were to be re- 
ceivd without Confirmation of their preten- 
ded Orders, or allowing they had any valid 
from their ſchiſmatical Ordination. 
1059. This, I think, fully amounts to 

whac I have endeavoured to prove in this 
Diſcourſe, That What was invalidly given in 
Schiſm, might gain a Validity which it wan- 
ted before, by the Church's Conſent, (when 
the Perſon was capable of it, and the Inpedi- 
ments remov d which before had bined it) 
without a new Inveſtiture. | 

4. He finding at laſt he could prove 10 
more, he now ſays, This (gain 4 gal 
the Church's Conſent n ben the > Perſon ” ca | 4 
of it ) in what I have endeavour d I. 8 
this Diſccarſr. Had this been all, we ſhould 
have had no Occaſion to anſwer him. But 
veho ſees not, that he endeavour d to prove 


more, if he could have done it? One While 


ing the fchiſmatical Inveſtiture gives Right 
after the Depriv'd are dead; another while 
that invaded Poſſeſſion alone does do ſo, when 
there is no ſingle Rival; hereby depriving the 
Church of tte juſt Right. Of which being 
conſcious, he here vouchſafes to res 
| owe a ITT Church's Conſent to give Right; q F 
| | an 
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and at laſt makes a. true, but fared Contluſi 
on, from wrong Premi 
Power inualidliy given in Sehe *® mut, 1 

think, be. the ſame. as Power not given in 
Schiſm. If ſo, it follows that the Power 
not given in Schiſm might gain a Validity by 
the Ghurch's Conſent, and that without à new In- 
veſtiture. What, without a new, [nyeſtiture 
with that Validity, ſome way TPO» . 
was wanting before? P 
There aſd indeed be no 47 of a new 
Inveſtiture, as to the external Formality, but I 
hope there would be need of a new. one as to 
the Validity or real inveſting with the Church's 
Power, and her legal Authority; which muſt 
be wanting till ſne conveys it. Which then 
is more properly an Inveſtiture, the outward 
Formality alone, or the legal Validity added 
to that by the Church's Conſent ? IS — her 
legal Conſent then, to all Intents and Purpo- 
ſes, anew Inveſtitureof real Enel Power 
and alſo of Diſtrict Right? 
I have reaſon to think he did not conſider 
the neceſſary Diſtinction between the exter- 
nal Formality, and the legal valid Authority, 
in an Inveſtiture: Nor in Baptiſm, between 
the outward Form „and the inward. and ſpiritual 
Grace: Nor in Ordinaticn, between the ex- 
8 nt N and the intermal e f 
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of Government. As if one of thoſe cannot 
be given without the other, as in'Schiſm; or 


one added to the other, and given after it, as 


by the after Conſent and Ratification of the 
"Church: vet the former avails nothing u with: 
out the latter added to it, 
And hie that kples into Schiſm, ir no 
more than the external Form of either' left 
- Mr. D. owns he has bft the Spirit, (i. e. 
the Spirit of Grace given by Baptiſm and Con- 
firmation, and the Spirit of Power by Conſe- 
cration.) Nor can he again recover the inward 
and ſpiritual Grace, "or the Spirit of Power 
and Government, till ſenfible of his Loſs he 
returns to the true Catholick Church, and re- 
' obtains her former Conſent, and thereby! re- 
Bains the cœleſtial Ratification. 
Men the Perſin was capable of the Church's 
Conſent : That muſt be by Repentance, and de- 
firing the Church's juſt Authority. The very 
contrary to this, were ſtill the Impediments (af- 


ter Vacancy) which always hindred the 
Church's Conſent. So that this, and this a- 


lone, can ever remove thoſe Impediments; un- 
lefs ſhe will loſe hen Authority; and then | 
wine! is ſhe? 
yy 4 And if this Reaſoning [of gain- 
Ing a Validity by the Church's Conſent, upon 
à Return to He Church] held in Caſes where 
"Hereſy was concern'd as well as Schiſm; 'it 
muſt 


V0 
muſt proceed with more Force in ours, whett 
we ſhali have nothing to plead for invalida- 
ting Acts already paſt but Schiſm 9 05 3 
4 That's enough, however, till there is a 
Return to the Church, and thoſe znvaliduting 
As are ratified by the Church's, Conſent. But 
if we ſhall have nothing elſe. to plead, why 


then has he ſq often charg'd them with Here- 


ſy.alſoz. and that to the laſt, as appears by 
his Letter to the Biſhop of Sarum a little be- 
fore his Death? vigz. I muſt deal plainly 
« with you, that you may not interpret my 
“ Communion with you as an Argument that 
« T do believe you, and ſome oh of your 
e Brethren, not guilty of the Charge of He- 
c reſy, Se. ; | | ** 
C. p. 112. Bede mentions a time when there 
was not one Biſhop, in England, except Wini, 
who was not involwd in the Contagion. of 
ſchiſmatical Orders, either from the Scott or 
Britains. And he alſo was guilty of a Crime, 
which by later Canons would have diſanull'd 
his om Orders, that is, Simony. That put 
them on a Project of deriving a better Title 
(as they thought) to Poſterity , from France, 
or Rome itſelf. . 
A. Weu'd Simony, by later Canons, have 


diſanull d Biſhop Wini's own Orders, and will 


not Schiſm do ſo by the Canons? This Projeti 
of theirs however. ſnews what they thought , 
8 that 


— £2 a 


that a Biſhop lapſing into Schiſm , could not 


recover th former Authority, but ffom Tome 
 Catholick Biſhop , tho a Foreigner. And: 
zdly, that in ſuch a Caſe, a foreign Biſhop 
micht ſupply the Vatancies; and thar the) 
ought to own him rather than their ſchiſma- 
tical Biſhops, before they return'd, 'and were 
recoucil'd, to the Catholick Communion. 
For when a Dioceſan Biſhop falls from the 
Catholick Communion by Hereſy or Schiſm, 
the Subjects of that Communion muſt cer- 
tainly be under the Care of Catholick Biſhops 
of the ſame Communion, at home or abroad: 
If none at home, then under Foreigners; or 
elſe be ford, without any Fault of their 
own, to live in the Catholick Communion 
without a Principle of Unity. Which, I 
think, cannot well be, whilſt there is any Ca- 
tholick-Biſhop in the: Church of Chriſt, and 
all the Members of the true Communion are 
oe Society throughout the World. So that 
till the Dioceſan returns into that Society and 
Communion, by a Reconciliation and Agree - 
ment with it, the Catholick Subjects muſt ne- 
ceſſarily continue as they were, under the Pa- 
tronage of Catholick Biſhops at home or a 
broad. For certainly no Senator, that ſepa- 
rates himſelf from his Senate into an oppoſite. 
Society, can retain any Authority of the true 
Senate from which he divided himſelf; nor 
th "MeL NM | conſe- * 
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conſequent regain it, till, by re. uniting him. 
: Tor. again 10 them, 55 18 reſtor'd uy! teaft! by 

their Conſent. | 
WE Fenriz, But 3 any Solitude for 
what had paſt e before the Schiſm 
Was ended. 

4. How does that appear, and Siboteer 
Title, free from Schiſm, (which they 
for) muſt have Power to ſet al right that Bad 
paſs d before in the Schiſm, by teforming 
e things, and ratifying others ? Which they 

knew a ſchiſmatical Hiſhop, who! nad oft his 
Authority, could not do. 

C. p. 113: 1 know nat one le inden, 
in any tolerable Antiquity, wherein a foreign 
Aſſiſtance was deſir d for continuing a Suc- 
ceſſion, after a Devolution to a ſingle Pexſon, 

urely on account of the Invalidity of What 
* been tranſacted during the Schiſm. 

J. There is no ſuch thing as — to 
4 ſingle Perſon , unleſs he is really appointed 
a Second by the Church; that is, before hand 
appointed to ſucceed: Otherwile the See al- 
ways devolves to the Church, to the unſchiſ⸗ 
matical College of Biſhops of the Province; 
every one of which has an equal Right and 
Authority over it, till by his Conſent he quits 


it to one, as the Deputy -Governouy's in ſuch 
323 for them all. 


Foreign 


| (26) 


that the Catholicks always accounted the Acts 
of Biſhops in Schiſm to be inv lid, and chat be- 
fore Reconcliation they never regarded the 
ſchiſmatical Incumbents, tho alone in Poſſeſ- 


ſion; hut the College often ſubſſituted a: Ca- 


tholick Bithop in the room of the de ceaſed; 
land when they did not, they ſtill kept the 
oſſeſſion of the ſpiritual Authority, over thie 
See, ſolely in their own Power.) And there 
/ Was no nerd of deſiring foreigg Aſſiſtance, 
when they had Catholick Biſhops: in their 


own Country, that did it for them. Yet 


ſome of them have done it in foreizn Coun- 
tries, in the Sees of heretical and ſchiſmati- 
cal Biſhops, as St. Chryſoſtum, Athanaſius, Eu- 


ſchut, & c. before: mentioned. And it is not 


- 


| Abely chat they always did it without being 


deſtred. And he owns that Lucifer, a Foreigner; 
ſubilituted Paulinus into the See of Antioch, 


( 88, 92.) and certainly at the Deſire of the 
Euſtathiaut there. Could he, or can any one 
for him, produce one Inſtance from any tole- 
rable Antiquity, where a ſchiſmatical Biſhop 


was ever owtr'd by the Catholick Church, 


Before he renounc'd his Schiſm, and was re- 
concil'd to her Communion, and his Aytho- 
rity ratify'd or reſtor d by the Conſent of the 


righttul and legal Authority the unſchiſmati- 
cal Biſhops thereof? 


M 2 0. p. b. 


1 16 
0 þ * Beſides the Ala MS. FI 
| is . another i Collection of Phottns-, the. Pa- 
triarch in MS. alſe;t of ſeveral, Examples ; 
wherein ſuch. paſt Irregi larit ies had beeg, in 
general, ratify d aſter a Reconciliation. 


A. That juſt Irrigalarities hve been refed, | 


and the Defects Coply'd by the Church's Au · 
 thority often, after Rerunciliatian; Who ever 
deny'd itz: Here then in the Concluſſon we 


are agreed. We. deſire r mere than a 


Recoficil tation, Unity and Unanimity, on 
the _ Terms on * we wede ane for- 


4 


IP — 
. off n 1. JI 


Wo fur up the whole Matter in u Conde: 
fa 5 That a Dioceſan Biſnhop lapſing into 
Schi ſm, loſes thereby the true Catholick Com 
munion, and by conſequence all Power in it, 
the whole Epiſcopal Power being contracted 
into a leſs Number of Biſhops; (he is indeed 
depriv'd by the Law, tho not formally ſen- 
tenc'd;) which Communion he not only de- 


ſerts himſelf, but the Catholick Church refu- 


ſing him her. Communion 1 by reaſon of his 
Cult condemn'd by the Law, is one ſort of 
Ex communication, (and like that of, St. Am- 
 broſe to the Emperor Thendaſur;) which Com- 
munion therefore the laps d Dioceſan, can ne- 
ver regain vIthout ſome Act of his o. and 


alſo of the true Church; of his own by re- 
| turning, 


— to IS LS +& WW: 5 


S 


R W. rere 


—— — — 


. ( 165 X 22 0 
turning, of the Church by receiving him, to 
her Communion z and into the Epiſcopal 


College too; to be again made Partaker o ß 
the Epiſcopal Power. But even then he can- 


not - recoves': his former Diſtrict Authority, 
unleſs the See be vacant; nor then, without 
the Conſent of the Orthodox College. For 
the See; hy reaſon of the Dioceſan's Schiſm, 


being left vacant in that Commypnien, it was 


both their Right and Duty to fill it zi or ſup- 
ply it themſelves ; which once becoming their 
Right, and actually in their Poſſeſſion as tg 
Spirituals, they could not again loſe, till they 
diveſt themſelves of it; or (to ſpeak more 
properly) delegate one to act there for all; 
but the very Attempt to uſurp it again from 
them without their Conſent, would make the 
(before Tapfing) Dioceſan now become a prin- 
cipal Seifmartick. . 7 


. * 


- 
05 


granted, that a Popiſh Biſhop in Ireland (Where 


they have regularly kept up that Succeſſion in 
every Dioceſs) cannot have any Power at all 
in the true Communion, nor any Right over 


the Proteſtant Subycts in his See, or he their 


Principle of Unity, unleſs he will firſt return 
to that Communion. But, 2dly, If he ſhould 


do ſo, he would not, baręly upon that, have. 


have any Power or Right over them, ſince he 
had none before; but the other Proteſtant Bi- 


For Inſtance. I doubt not but it will be 
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be, War ene bt if 
it wouk 1 to the Ortho. 


he. Was dead, it Wes "Int, 
dox College ps. fron whence ag 


Which 1 1 rove 
The lapf UV OR * 21 
* the. U my of of the ie My pip 
A po by api Fre Uni ity it 
deſerting Catholick Doctrines, divides nicht 


from cho, y dividing” from them, 
makes a Schiſm, by. his Schiſm he is out 0 


DV 


the Communion of the Church, by being 000 


of her Communion, ſo Jong he h haven 
Authority in it, by 7 no ANTE Un 
it, he mult ſo far loſe his Right to his'See över 
tie. Subjects thereof, and thereby legye it va. 


cant; being vacant, the Right CASH pirityals) 
devolves to the College den Ae 


(ſlant Catho- 


lick. Biſhops, who hen. ghtly diſpoſe of it 


to Rem 5 for life. Tf che lapſing Popiſh 


ſhop, recatits his Errors, and offers to 9 1 


from whence he fell, the Orthodox Eyntco- 


pal College ought to re-aUmiit_him,! 7105 only 
ne ee but Alſo a Vember of the 


College again, and to Inveſt hint with the firſt 


onically,, vacant Se ; rt they canhpr re: 
oe him to his See a a, before the Peath 
or 


/ 


ar Ae A £4 whom, the they 5 0 
ven? hour 1175 74 new Schifm:: Bur 
ba Ze is 11800 by e he it E 5 


Kg ihe of (he Of 
by. 1 AT is they 4055 15 75 
on that 10 80 100 ts 5 0 7 he : 
up t Mai Te Ree * 
EY ooh 4 . et it 5 1 att 
| al 0 fe tin their Right” to 
ie Or 5 1 Cob 5 by eln the 
Urchs C e ee ü cover their 
1K a from the unſthilimatical 
| * 5 whom. it propetly 5 — ever 
ox the Foſs cltare, 18, che) being cho true Rivals 
al if at 40 it, dd that ti they Teſtore it, 
| hover Joins with. the other, and forſakes 
em to whom alohe the Altars thus belong, 
e patty of Schuſti from the rightful Autho- 
rity of the Church, how few ſoever thoſe 
0 thodox, MIS at's of the old Commu- 
1 


4 Wa were 470 or 40 the 4 hy 1 
« the National Church of Eugland, and 7 git | 
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For their Right, as to Spirituals, (acco 
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1 
what Deuominatien ſbeber, bende pelg⸗ by 
ſo doing, have taken them into the Epiſcopal 
College as Members: thereof, and thereby 
made them Sharers in that Devolurion. When 


therefore the deprived Fathers wert all de. 


ceas d, the Devolution muſt have reſted in 


them. alone that ſtiarsd in it before with the 
other; and by conſequence all che Sees re. 
main d their Right, till they filfd them wich 


new Inveſtitures, or reſtor'd that Right (8 
volv'd to them) to the old Incumbents, 
on their Return to their od Comunio 


to Mr. D.) being thus devolv d, it coul 
not be reaſſumd, but by ſome Conveyance 
from them to whom it was devo vd, and in 
actual Poſſeſſion as to Spirituals. is eaſy 
25 to ſay, WhO would, in ſuch a Caſe, have 
en the true and only. Principles of Unity, 


2s Proprietaties of all the Sees int Spiritunls, 
a8 well as Heads of the true Communion: 
From whom, by confequence „hdever 
ſhould have Aided, muſt have been in 
Schiſm from the true Altars, and thereby 


been deſtitute of Communion with unh 
typal Church. 


allen ſroch the Chucks Communion by 
Schiſm and Hereſie, does devolve to the Or- 


1 CY . — {foy:other- 


_ wiſe 


Now that the ſp irirgal: Right of 4 'Biſhop, 


neee. ene ee Se 52 OA .,4c 


TE VEE 


e 


_ wiſe they. could not fill his Seeg 


0 16s) 


lick Bi 


muſt be all Schiſmaticks; and ſo muſt all Men 


from the Reformation; hithertd, aut "have 


. thy» Communton.:” 117i fto) 


of. Schiſmatical Poſſaſſors with Catholick Bi- 
1 the Right muſt be in them. to do 
and when they do not ſo fill them; tis plain 
that Right muſt continue in them till they do 
doit: When therefore, in ſuch a Caſe, they 
— hem with none but themſelves jointly, and 
the Poſſeſſion of the Spirituals in their 


own: Hands, Waiting the Lapſers Repentance 


and Return to the Catholic Unity and Com- 
munion, in order to receive them ther 
and to renew their Titles in the Church; ſure 
this could be no faulty neglect not otherwiſe 
to fill their Sees, but a Token of their Kindneſs 
and deſire of Reconciliation with them, ſo 


ſoon as the Invaders, by rendring to the 
7 juſt Rights, would yield to it, 


they had left Catholick Biſhops of their 
Communion in their College to make the 


Nn and Rellorarien of the Lapſers . 


when 


ſhops, in ſuch a Caſe; 3 his - 
Pee, at leaſt over the Catholick Subecte ( witfi- 
out any other Excommunication ur Depriva - 
tion: but that. of his own Mag inſt the Law, 
and their Refuſing him therenpoù their Com- 
muten) the Proteſtant: Bl ain Jreland 


But if the Catholick Biſhops can Alb re Sees 


if 
I! 
" 
iſt 
7 

| 

; 


n 
| when they juſtly 4 on and to preſerve the. 
| valid Epiſcopal Succeſſion in the true Catho- 
| lick Communion, till they could reconcile. 
| and reſtore the other to it: Till then, ſuch 
to the Catholic 


Biſhops or College (not invo by in theSchiſm) 
ll 45 3 as Av would have done to thoſe. 
1 | ave inveſted th them: As an E- 
I 2 to a Landlor 7 ile to ns 
no . As e 
Aue 1. F 
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Firſt, In " Power alone it ever was, to beat 
a Schiſm when malle, and what was bſolmely 
_ neceſſary io be done by them in order to it. 


Secondy, Tl. P. Rae of the. 


Night) was not — Non of the Spiri- 
 tuals, nor gave the Pofeſſr any to the 
Fubjedt, Obedience in Spirithals , withiat the 
* legal Conſem of the Catholick College of Bi- 
| ſhops, and 40% continued Mnity 1 them." ' 
"ad Bent Ordo) o « rage Bip 
fe raerr, X a agan 

eh we read of of in _ gn of Hen. VII 

Wc. did 5 2. f 
bir Dioceſan, but K * — 


ity of ibe whole 
r 


ifeopal 
Throne (tho' 10 * Peyſon claim d 2 


9 Authority if 


3 172) 
College Ss; and that the Power of be- 
in 4 Pray bx'g Unity as deriud to him 
Conſecration; and moreover that be . 
- wits J 10 thoſe of Bit "Suffy 1 an. See. 


"that. after the Dioceſan's Death, mben'the Di. | 


"fri devolwꝰd to the Colle ce of Biſhops , 5 
Lad an equal Right id aft in his Kaffee, 
See under them, 45 be bad before, it bein | 
committed to his Care by 97 4 ell as 
tbe P Dig Flats ,as 4 Cure 4 aka by't 

_ Biſhop ai well | or by. the Vier | fk 1 bs 


Ir hin” 15 whoſe pomer ce 175 ever war 
to beal « 4 75 


Dre 


ea a PL was. made 
true Conimunion, by invaginz the © Nach 
Rights, deſerting her fundamental Pockrines, 
or by Pollution in 2 Worſhip; there ik 
was in the Power of none to heal it but Þ 
thoſe who left the true Communion by re 
turning to it, recovering the Churcti's j 10 
Rights, maintaining her Doctrines, and r 
ring the Purity of her Worſhip.” In ſuch a 


Cafe, not only the perſonal Rights of ſome 


Biſhops, but the Catholick Dottrines, and 


which all Biſhops are — by their D 


tum to delend and maintain; z and allo 160 


funda: 


* 


e , mo. 


the Purity of Worſhip ,” were concern 555 


* 


3 


fundamental Rights of the whole. Church (by 

which each ſingly. ated) were included in 

- thoſe of the Biſhops; Which they could not 
give up. And tho! no Man is 8 give 
up his own;Rights allow'd him by God, yet 

I preſume there never were any. Catholick 

Biſhops but would have reſign d their own 


105 Rights to cloſe a Schiſm, if the 


tights of the Church had not been inclu- 
ed, and ſometimes the Catholick Doctrines 
and Purity of Worſhip concern d; but 
fince, in ſuch a Caſe, they are included; by 
reſigning their on, they would have reſign i 
hers alſo, .and thereby involy'd.themſelyes in 
the Schiſm, inſtead of cloſing it; and by Con- 
tagion become Partakers with thoſe that de- 
priv'd the Church of her Rights, and open- 
ly oppos d (at leaſt in Practice) her funda- 
teh Doctrines and pure Worſhip, who 


reby would of Neceſſity (till continue in 
chiſm from her. Aud if all the Heads of a. 


National Church ſhould do ſo, and the Mem. 
bers joyn them in Communion , they could 
be no longer a true Church in Communion. 


wich the archetypal; which to be ſure will, 


not partake of ſuch, Gailt by Communion. | 


with apy tainted therewzth.. Nor (after the 
Depriv d were dead) durſt any Catholick Bi. 


F > 
” > ; 


to their Communion , any more than they 
TITS”: | ON: durſt 


ſhops; admit known, impenitent. Schiſmaricks. 


— 


— — — — 2 —- — 
. 
o 


. 
-—- : * 
of _ 
* — 5 - 
= — ——-  - — — —— ů — — — _ 
- - - = — — — 
= _ — — — 
— — 


- i 174 
durfileats RN... to jain theirs leſt they 
theroby became Partakers of their Sins. Nor 
_conſequently durſt the Catholick Subjects leave 
the Communion of the Ctholick Biſſiops to 
join them, . x pg 90 
mitted to it. Ig LES © „is. 2 
112 dly,- That Holſabon of the Epiſ al 
Throne (tho? no other ſingle Perſon. claim 
Right) was not always Poſſeſſion of the 9 
rituals, nor gave the Poſſeſſor any Right 10 
the Subjects Obedienca in Spirituals, without 
the legal Conſent of the Catholick College of 
Biſhops) and alſo cominued Unity with them. 
In the Donatiſt and Novatian Schiſms, er. 


or in the Arian Herely, 66 -the Poſſeſſion 


of the Epiſcopal Throne was never allpw!d by 
| the Catholicks to be Poſſeſſion of the Siri- 
tuals, nor to give the Poſſeſſor any Right to 
the Obedience in Spirituals, till he 
had, and ſo long anly as he juſtly had, the 
legal Conſent of the Catholick Orthodox 
College of Biſhops; Who alone llave Power 
to give and continue Poſſeſſion therein. Vet 
if Poſſoſſioti of the Epiſcopal Throne was Poſ- 
ſeſſion of the Spirituals alſo, this Propoſition 
cannot hold univerſally true. For ſuppaſe 
all the Biſhops in England, in King Jamess 
Reign, had turn'd Raman Cat bolicht, would 
their Poſſeſſion have continu d their Right o- 
ver 1 Proteſtant Subjects and muſt any 
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(75) 
fill have boen their Principle of Unity? tho 
they had not condemn d themſelves by a ju- 
5 Seien or e Council 2 
ite? A. 
D. No; n would have been Hereſ in 
that Caſe, which would have hindered 
continuing ſo; for it would have hinder d 
denk unf ent of the Orthodox Epiſ- 
eppaey or Catholick College of Biſhops; which 
would have left em without theContinuance 
'of Authority from them the Fountain thereof. 
2 Ten you ſee this Propoſttion is not u- 
ma true, as you own in the Caſe of 
Suppoſe any Biſhops fnhould become 
pc of Reſiſtance; which being particular- 
ly forbidden hy God, and particu Hlarly threat- 
ned by him with Damnation, if perſiſted in; 
does it not frem thence appear to be as great 
a Hereſy as any; at leaſt equal to thoſe Here- 
ies and Crimes of Life, for which, when no- 
torious, the 3 iſt Apoſtolical Canon, and tlie 
15th of Conſtantinople, (in Defe& of a judicial 
Sentence) encourage Subjects to leave the 
Communion of their Biſhops? without which, 
A voluntary continuing ini their Communion 
muſt ro? og them in the · Contagion and 
Guilt of thoſe Sins. Which, by the by, ſhews 
How-reaſonable, * and neceſſary, thoſe Ca- 
noms are. And, I preſume, the ſecond Canon 
Wer Church, made in — the 
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(16) 
Reign of King James I. does, in ſuch a Caſe, 
encourage the ſame wherein, I ſuppole, the 
_ -#pſo fatto Excommunication does at leaſt dif- 
charge the Subjects from ſuch Biſhops, if they 
will not be involv'd in their Crime and Ex- 


ii ² aBꝛ—U—U—KM 35 
2 2dh, A Biſhop that left the true Commu- 
nion by Hereſy or Schiſm, cut himſelf off from 
it, and was a Felo de ſe with reſpect to that 
Communion. And as a Perſon juſtly excom- 
municated could never become a Member a- 
gain, much leſs a Governour, in the true 
Communion, till his Excommunication was 
taken off, and he again reſtor'd to it, and to 
his former Privileges in it, by ſome Catho- 
lick Biſhop with the Conſent of all. So one 
that had cut himſelf off, and was thereupon 
_ refuſed Communion by his Catholick Col- 
legues, could not be ingrafted and xeſtor'd to 
the true Communion, but by the Conveyance 
thereof from the Catholick Biſhops that fell 
not from it, (as a fallen Branch cannot, but 
by the Juice of the living Vine,) whilſt there 
was any Catholick Biſhop to do it; fince 
both were equally (according to Mr. D.) in 
Communion with the Devil ; nay, the Schiſma- 
tick voluntarily ſo. So that without his own 
| Repentance, and the abſolving Power of 
Chriſt, duly applied by his faithful Ambaſſa- 
dors, we cannot ſuppoſe him completely rego- 
. 1 ver d 


ver'd out of the Communicn of the Devil, and 


than an excommunicate Perſon without Ab- 


to join with ſach an one in Communion, be- 
„ | fore his Reconciliation to the true Communi- 
a 105 Whicli the Primitive Catholicks' never 
| 2 ae 1 1 wha s FOE 

adh, That a Chorepiſcopus (ſome of which 


i had Epiſcopal Orders,) or a Suffragan Biſhop 
s || heretofore, which we read of in the Reign of 
« | Hen. VIII. ec. did not act purely by the Au- 


thority of his Dioceſan, but by the Authori- 


4 iy of the whole College of Biſhops; and that 
e the Power of being a Principle of Unity was 
n | 4criv'd to him by Conſecration; and mores- 


i. | ver that he really was ſo to thoſe of his Suf- 


e Death, when the Diſtrict devolv d to the Col. 
lege of Biſhops, he had an equal Right to act 
11 e © 8 4 * 
at £12 his Suffragan See under them, as he had 
before, it being committed to his Care by 


e e eee 
'n | A Ghorepiſcopus ,,_ 6t 4 Suffragan Biſhop 
heretofore, which we read of in the Reign 
of Hen. VIII. ec. did not act purely by the 
Authority of the Dioceſati in His Suffragan 


4 Pee, but by the Authority of the whole Col. 


* — 


reſtor d again to that of Chriſt, any more 


ſolution. How fatal then muſt it have been 


fragan See. And that after the Dioceſans 


> them as well as by the Dioceſatiz as a Cure 


8 a 
lege of Biſhops, which was legally deriv'd to 
him by thoſe that elected, conſecrated, and 
inveſted him by an authentick and legal In- 
ſtrument in the Name of all, (beſides their 
making him a Member of the Epiſcopal Col- 
lege by their Conſecration of him conſented 
to by all;) which Authority therefore he 
could not loſe or be depriv'd of, unleſs the 
Catholick College took it again from him, 
and that juſtly upon his own Default; or he 
loſt it himſelf in departing from the true 
Communion by Hereſy or Schiſm; no more 
than a Vicar or Rector loſt his Right over his 
Pariſhioners upon the deceaſe of his Dioceſan, 
or ceaſed to have a Right to officiate or act 
as a Prieſt after his Death. So that fo long 
as there was any ſuch Orthodox Catholick 
Biſhop in the Univerſal Church, hom narrow 
foever his Diſtrict, or mean ſoever his Charatdter 
wat, if truly Epiſcopal, as Mr. D. ſpeaks, (C. 
in F. Ap. p. 42.) thoſe of the true Commu: 
nion could not be without a viſible Head and 
Principle of Unity; the univerſal Church or 
true Communion being but one Body under 
one and the fame Orthodox Epiſco iN: But 
if all the Dioceſans ſhould have loft the true 


' Comimunion by Schiſm or Hereſy, I take the 
Caſe of all that ſhould have àadber d to them, 
before Reconciliation,” infallilly to be, that they 
' allo muſt have been but of the true „ 
5 than 


(179). 
' than which no Caſe could have been worſe, nor 4. 
ny other ſo bad. 1 | E 
 24ly; A Suffragan Biſhop's Power was not 
limited by the Diogeſan's, ſq as that he could 
nor act duly in his Suffragan See, but da- 
rante. beneplacito of the Dioceſan; for then it 
would have been leſs and more precarious. - 
than that of a Vicar , . which cannot be ſup- 
pos d. But if it was limited by his, as to the 
_ reſt of his Dioceſe, (as the Power of other 
Diocefans was limited by it in bis Sphere;) 
yet after his Death, it could be no longer ſo 
limited; but (on Suppoſition he was not ap- 
pointed to ſucceed the Dioceſan) the Suffra- 
gan Biſhop ſhared with his Collegues in the 
whole Vacancy z and ſo long as the Dioce- 
fan's See was vacant, he had a Right to exer- 
ciſe his Epiſcopal Power in the whole Dio- 
ceſe, as much as, if not more than any other 
| Dioceſan, he being before appointed a Co ad- 
jutor in that Dioceſe by the College, and that 
Right now, without Limitation there, muſt 
continue in him till the Catholick College 
(of which he was one) conſtituted a new 
Dioceſan. And as the actual Exerciſe of his 
Epiſcopal Power, in the Dioceſan's vacant See, 


was a Poſſeſſion thereof for that time; why, 


according to Mr. D. might. I not have faid, 
his Pofſeſhon gave him the whole Right, no 
one elſe laying Claim to that See? 

9 N17 ln 
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D. But there the whole College of Biſhops 


claim'd a Right, of which they could no Way 

bedepriv'd 4 5. — Schiſm from the Church. 
A. That's right ; and if all the College, ex- 
<ept the Suffragan Biſhop, had been guilty of 


ſuch Schiſm by Communion with an Inva- 


der of the Church's Right, or they by Hereſy 


had fallen from the Union, and thereby ſrom 

the Communion of the Church; moſt cer. 
tainly the Suffragan Biſhop alone would have 
been truly the whole College, and have had 
the ſole Right over a all the Church; as ſuch 


an Orthodox Suffragan. Biſhop would now. 


have in France or Spain over all the Proteſtant. 


Catholick Subjects in ſuch Nation: Or as ſuch 


an one (if there had been ſuch an one here 
in K. James Reign) would have had in En. 
land, if all the Dioceſans had turn'd Roman 


Catholicks, or by any other heretical Practice 
had deſerted the true Communion. So that 
if the Catholick Subjects had had no Biſhop 
in the Church of their own Communion but 
fuch a one, they could not be ſaid to have 
been without an authoriz d Head, and true 
Orthodox Catholick Principle of Unity, (as 
much, at leaſt, as an uncanonically depriv'd 
Biſhop could have been to thoſe out of his own 
Dioceſe,) who, only thereſore, in ſuch a Caſe, 


would have been in Communion with the 


a above, and who alone-could have _ 
.riy 
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7 
riv d the archetypal Union tothe Subjects, and 
united them to the archetypal Church; 


while ſchiſmatical or heretical Bithops could 


not have been united to it themſelves, nor 


conſequently. their Adherents. For that pure 


Church certainly will not endure Union and 
Communion.with Hereſy or Schiſm, or Pol- 
lution in Worſhip. But if, in ſuch a Caſe, 
a Biſhop, under the Title of Suffragan, had 
been a inted by. the Conſent of the Ca- 
tholick College, to ſucceed the laſt Orthodox 


Dioceſan in the Extent of his Juriſdiction, 


as certainly muſt have been ſo, if no Ortho- 
ox Dioceſan had been left,) immediately up- 
on the Dioceſan's Death, he would have 


rightly. ſucceeded. into the full Power the 


Dioceſan had before, as truly as the fore · ap- 


pointed Succeſſor of Auſtin became Archbiſhop 


of Canterbury immediately upon his Deceaſe. 
I (aid, .if- he had. been appointed to ſucceed by 
the Gonſent of the Catholic. College. For no 
Dioceſan. has, for his particular Diſtrict Au- 
thority , any more than their Conſent given 
in their Name at his Inveſtitur e 
3dh, I aſſert in the firſt Place, That the 
Power of being a Principle of Unity, was as 
much. dexiv'd to ſuch Suffragan Biſhop, as to 
any Dioceſan over thoſe out of his own Dio- 
ceſe: Therefore how could any uncanonically 
depriy'd Biſhop be, a Principle of Unity ro 
LE OT thoſe 
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thoſe out of his own Diſtrict, if he cbuld not? 


2dly, The he ene makes any Biſhop 


a Principle of Unity to thoſe whoſe Sees ate 
vacant, as 1 88 him a Member of the E- 
8 | 


due him with Power to become a — 15 
local Principle of Unity to a larger Dioceſe, 


for which he was appointed. Nay, 3dly, He 


really was fo already to thoſe of his Suffra- 


ſuppoſe one Biſhbp to be a Principle of Uni- 


der Chriſt, at leaſt co himſelf. args et 


— 


(183). 


next to, and immedi; 


ee 


aſhrms (C. in. F. Ap. p. 42.) that ſuch a one 


(if there had been fuch an one) might, with- 


out Appointment, have truly become ſo to x 
whole National Church, in Cafe there had been 


no other Biſhop left in the Kingdom: I add, 


or no other of the true Communion; efpeci- 
ally if he was conſecrated to that End; as the 
new Scotch Biſhrps ſtill were, before the 
Kin:dom was divided into Dioceſes, when the 
whole Nation for eight hundred Years' was 
but one See, (as Biſhop Sperfivood relates near 
the beginning of his Hiſtory.) They then made 
their own Succeſſors, or rather Co- adjutors 
ſucceeding them; and With no other Title but 
Epi ſo pi Seotorunt. © 
1 Tay: more than ſo, after the Seren of | 
Dioceſes, the Suffragan Biſhop was conſecra- 
ted to a particular See, tho a ſmall one, al- 
lotted him out of another Seez as you may 
ſee in the 14th Statute of the 26th of Hen. &. 
where the King was © to nominate and pre- 
e ſent to the College of Biſhops the Perſon, 
to be conſecrated, by the Archbiſhop and 
two other Biſhops, to the Biſhoprick or See 
« of Biſhop Suffragan. And the Biſhops of 
«ſuch Sees ſhall be call'd Suffragans of this 
% Realm. And every Biſhop may and ſhall 
Oe ſuch Commiſſion or Commiſſiqns. Wc 
nls 


95 Zee, an both been accuſtomed for Sud. 
1 Q agen Biſhop ſhall be accepted 


(according to the Extent of his Commiſſion) 


ame Authority. 


them to have a Right to govern the Churabet 


n 
+ is Seal to the Suffragan Biſhop in his Dio- 


os heretofore to have, e. And the Suf- 
ding to th — 
according to the Dignity a pre 
< ſented unto, and * Power and Au- 
4e thority in the Execution of fuch Commiſ · 
« fon, as to Sufftagans of chis Ware anon 
« been accuſtomed. ©. . 

And being thus nominated: by the King; 

© conſecrated by the Epiſcopal College, -and, 
commiſſion d by the Dioceſan under his Seal, 
he had as truly a Right to his Suffragan Ses 


as the Dioceſan had to his, and that from the 
The tenth Canon of the 
Council of Autioch ſays, * It pleaſed che Holy 
Council, that they who are in Villages or 
* « Countries, or they who are called Chorepsſ- 
, although they have receiv'd Impoſition 
« of Hands — Biſhops', ſhould yet know 
e their own Bounds, and govern the Churches 
put under them, and content themſelves 
« vith the Government and Care of them, cc. 
i. e. without encroaching on any Dioceſans 
Right. But you ſee the Council allowd 


put under them , and to have the Government - 
end Care of pms: So that a Deprivation there- 
of: "_ _ * — they were in Us. 

nit 
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| nity. with the Catholick Epiſcopat College) 
would have invaded the Rights of the Co- 
lege in them, (as well as their own perſonal 
Rights) and thereby would truly have made 
a-Schiſm from the Church,  and'involv'd all 
in it that ſhould have communicated with the 
Invaders. But you will ſay, the Suffrazan 
Biſhop was no longer the Dioceſan's Suffragan, 
2 2 (hs — g by — 2. 4 
ion given by the Dioceſan. I grant it; yet 
he — a Catholick Biſhop ſtill, Lite Cher 
of the Epiſcopal College, as much as any. 
Nor is a Dioceſan Biſhop any longer the E- 
piſcopal College's Diocefan than during the 
Time, and Performance of the Conditions too, 
on which the College deputed him, particu- 
larly Catholick Unity with them. Otherwiſe 
his Seo becomes vacant, and lapſes to them, 
or elſe they could not juſtly it, or a 
ny other way depoſe him. If you ſay, the 
Dioceſan could give the Suffragan a Commiſ-— 
fron, by the Conſent of the College, for no 
longer time than during his own Life. Ian. 
ſwer, -I preſume it muſt be a Miſtake; for 
how then could he give a Commiſhon to a 
Vicar during the Vicar's Life, although he 
ſhould outlive him, &c. However I conchude, 
as the Suffragan was a Biſhop at large, equal 
to one of the Apoſtles being only ſuch; in the 
Unity of the Epiſcopal College, he had e 
| . Share 


(186 45 
Share in the Right and 2 Ve- 


cancies that happen by Death, Schiſm, or He-, 
reſy, by Popi erer Worthip, or any 
age ractical Deſertion of the Catholick 


and Communion; So that the diſomning 5 
Right in him, in ſuch a Caſe, muſt have 
— af ifonicat For he is indiſpenfibly 
bound by his Depaſtum, as much as any Dio- 
celan is, to defend and mantain the Unity of 
the Faith, and the Purity of Worſhip, by a 
ation from the contrary :. And likewiſe 


all Subjects are bound in. Duty (as their chief 

Duty) to preſerve Catholick Unity and Pyri- 
of Worlhip from being loſt, and no 3 

found, in * in a National Church. 
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Man, 


2 00 Ks 1 Printed. 


Conference betwees Gerontins and 
Fanins; in which Mr. Dodwell s Gaſe 
in View now in Fatt is conſider d. | 
Some ſhort Reflections upon Mr. Bradbury's 


late Libel, entitled, The I/ and the Serpent 
wherein is ſhewn, The great Weakneſs of his 


Shuffling Plea, for the Reſiſtance of the Higher 


Powers. Publiſhed for the better Inſtruction | 
of his Diſſenting Congregation. . 


Antidotum Sartsburzenſe : Or, a free Expoſtu- . 
lation with the Biſhop of Sarum , (ſuited to 


the preſent Time) on ſome Paſlages in his 
- Lordſhip's Preface, -prefixed to the laſt Edition 


of his Paſtoral Care. By a High- Church- 


A juſt Vindication of the Bp. of W———r. | 


Or the New Proofs of the Pretender's being 
truly James the Third, proved to be Old No 


Proofs; and the Author (who pretends to have 
his Information from the Bp. of W. r.) 


prov'd | 


prov to be an Impoſtor, and truly Fuller the 
Third. © 


of 
verend Mr. William Higden: On Account of 


BOOKS lately Printed, 


The Conſtitution, Laws and Government, 
Enpland,” vindicated: In a Le ter to the Re. 


his View of the Engliſh Conſtitution, with reſpect 
to the Soveraign Authority ef the Prince, 2 | 


n Vindication of the Large of Taking 


Oaths, &c. By a Natural Born Sub) wal | 
Remarks on Mr. Higden's Atopian Conflita- 


tion; or an Anſwer to His Unanſwerable Book. 
By an Engliſh Man. With an . 


- 
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